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A Third COLLECTION 


TRACTS 


The God and Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Chrift, the only True God ; 


And Jeſus Chriſt the Son of God, him whom the 
| [ 


Father ſan&ified and lent, raiſed from the Dead 
and exalted. 


And diſproving the Do&trine of Three Almighty real 
ſubliſting Perſons, Minds or Spirits. 


Giving alſo an Account of the Nominal Trinity ; 
that is, Three Modes, Subliſtences, or Somewhats 
in God, called by Schoolmen Perſons ; and of the 
Judgment of the Fathers and Catholick Church 
for the firſt 150 Years. 


Of which Tracts the following Pages give the Titles. 


Printed in the Year 1695. 
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The Titties of the.feveral Trac rs. 
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"Il Oxſiderations on the Explications of the Dofrine of - the 

'- * Trinity ; Occaſionea b our Sermons of Dr. Tillotſon, 
-" thelate Arch-Biſho Canterbury. A Sermon of 
Dr. Stillingfleet) the Lord-Boſhop of Worceſter. 

Diſcourſe by Dr. Burnet, #he Lord-Biſbop of Saligbury, A 
Sheet by a. wery Learned Hand, containing xxviit Propoſitions, 
foid to be written by Dr. Fowler the Lord-Biſhop: of Glouceſter. 
A Treatiſe by an Eminent diſſenting Miniſter, ſaid to be Mr. 
How, titled, A Calm Diſcourſe, &c. . And by a Book in An- 


fwer to Animadverſions, &c. In 68 pages. 


II. Animadverſions on a Poſtſcript fo the Defence of Dy. Sher- 
lock, againſt the Calm Diſcourſe of the Sober Enquirer : 


5 
Alſo on the Letter to a Friend concerning that Poſtſcript. Tn 
20 Pages. 


III. A Letter ro the Reverend the Clergy of both Univerſities, con- 
cerning the Trinity and the Athanaſian Creed : With Refleftions 


on all the late Hypotheſes, &c. In 35 pages. 


IV. The Refleftions on the xxviuu — touching the Do- 
arine of the Trinity, &Cc. maintain'd. In 36 pages. 


V. 4 Reply to the Second Defence of the xxviii Propoſitions, ſaid 
to be wrote in Anſwer to a Socinian Manuſcript. By the Author 


of that Manuſcript, &c. In 23 pages. 


VI. The. 


< votre. i tmbo2>+.o6 two} & % tithe Prey : » ” by - « : A 
«Þ _ x. ” R of —_— 0 TO .” —_— _— — 
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'The Titles of the ſeveral Tradts; 
VI. The Exceptions of Mr. Edwards, in his Cauſes of Atheiſns, 
azainſt The Reaſonableneſs of Chriſtianity, as deliver'd in 
the Scriptures, examind, &c, Alſo it*s clearly proved by ma- 


ny Teſtimonies of Holy Scripture, That the God and Father of 
our Lord Feſus Chriſt, is the.only God and Father of Chriſti- 


ans. In 47 pages. 


- VII. The Judgment of the Fathers concerning the Doitrine of the 
Trinity ; oppos'd to Dr, G. Bull's Defence of the Nicene Faith. 

| | 'Part 1. | 
| The Dottrine of the Catholick Charch, daring the firſt 150 
Tears of Chriſtianity, &c. © l .In 78 pages. 


VIIL. 4 Diſcourſe concerning the Nominal and. Real Trinitari- 
0s * In 4o pages, 
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By Four Sermons preached by his Grace 


CONSIDERATIONS. 


ON THE 


EXPLICATIONS| 


SF THE 


Doctrine of che Trinity. 


OCCASIONED 


the Lord Arch-Diſhop of Canterbury. 
A Sermon preached by the Lord-Biſhop of Worceſter. 
A Diſcourſe by the Lord-Biſhop of Salwbury. 


A Sheet by a very Learned Hand, containing Twen- 
ty- eight Propoſitions. 

A Treatiſe by an Eminent Diſſenting Mmiſter, being | 
A Calm Diſcourſe concerning the Poſſibility of a Trinity, 

And by a Book in anſwer to the Animadverſions on 
Dr. Sherlock's Vindication of the Trinity. 


In a Letter to H. H. 


Printed in the Year M. DC, XCIV. 
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IS bur a little while ſince I 
wrote, to 4 Pryſon of Quality, 
ſome Conſiderations on the Ex-+ 
plications of the Dottrine of the 
Trinity, by Dr. Sherlock, Dr, 
Wallis, Dr. S—th, and Others: You wrice 
to me hereupon, that if F have by me any 
ſuch Remarks, on the Explications or Deſen- 
ces of that Doctrine, by other Learned Men, 
T ſhould ( by all means) ſend *em to you; 
therefore I here ſend you the Nores 1 have 
made, on a Sermon ( by my Lord the Bi- 
ſhop of Worceſter ) concerning the Myſte- 
ries of the Chriſtian Faith, on four Ser- 
mons by his Grace the Arch-Biſhop of 


To Mr. H. H. 


Canterbury, concerning the Divinity of onr Bleſ- 
ſed Saviour ; ona Diſcourſe by the Biſhop of 
Salishwy, of the Divinity and Death of ( the 
Lord ) Chrift ; on a Treatiſe by an Eminent. 
Presbyterian Miniſter, being a Calm Inquiry 
concerning the Poſſibility of the Trinity 5, on a 
Sheer by a very Learned Hand, being Twenty 
eight Propoſitions, by which the Dottrine of the 
Holy Trinity is endeavoured to be Explained ; on 
a Book in anſwer to the Animadueyſions 9x 
Dr. Sherlock's Vindication of the Trinity, 
wherein the Author undertakes further te 
Aſſert and Explain the Doftrine of the Incarna- 
tion; He is Head of a College, and well 
known by other Writings, 


— 
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On a Sermon of my Lord the Biſhop of Worceſter, is Vindica- 
tion of the Myſteries of the Chriſtian Faith. 


E bby IS Sermon was preached April 7, 
1691. and publiſhed ſhortly after by 
Mr. Movtlock, Bookſeller, at the Phenix in 
Sr. Pau!'s Church- Yard: 'Tis on theſe words 
of Sc. Panl, eſis Chriſt came into the World 
40 ſave Sinners, 1 Tim. 1. 15. 

As to the Author of this Sermon, his Per- 
ſon and Qualifications 3 I readily acknow- 
ledg, he hath all che Properries, for which 
an Adverſary may be either Feared, or Re- 
verenced, He underſtands perfe&ly the 


 Doarine of the Church; and the Points in 


Queſtion, He will commir no Overſights 
thr6 Ignorance, Haſte, or Inadverſion; He 
will know how to Take, and to Manage all 
Advantages, He 1s roo Experienc'd and 


Im to hazard his Cauſe, as Others 
ave larely done, on the ſucceſs of a H:!f- 
tought Hyporhefis, a Crude Invention, a prec- 
ry New Querk, Ina word, we can only ſay 
of him 3; Since there 1s no Remedy, Conten:s 
fimus hoc Catone, 

As to the Sermon it ſelf, it confiſts of a 
great many Heads; bur the Streſs of all lies 
4n theſe three. 1, God may juſtly require 
of us, ro Believe ( on his Word ) what we 
cannot Comprehend. 2. Thoſe who re- 
je the Myteries of Faich, do.themſelves ad- 
vance greater Myſteries, than thoſe are, 2- 
gainſt which chey declaim fo earneſtly, 
3- The Manner or Way of Salvation by 
Chriſt, which the Church reaches, rends 

A2 more 


(4) 


more to the Benefit and Advantage of Man- 
kind, than the Way of Salvation by Chriſt, 
taught by the Soctpians, : 

1 may ſay, of theſe three Propoſitions 3 
the Firſt is True, but not to the Purpoſe. 
The Second is Home to the Purpoſe, but 
not True, The Third is neither True, nor 
ro the Purpoſe. 

I begin with the Firſt. 

God may require juſtly of us, to Belitue ( on 
his Word ) what we cannot comprehend. 

For my own part, I confeſs it to be my 
Opinion, that we converſe every Day with 
very many things, none of which we com- 
pretiend. Who is he that comprehends, <1- 
ther the Struure, or the Reaſon of the 
Powers of ſeminal Forms or Seeds ? Or-how 
che Parts of Matter hold together ? Or how, 
being in their own Natures Life-leſs and 
Senſe-leſs, they do ( for all chat )) in ſome 
Pofitures and Textures acquire Lite, Senia- 
tion, and cycn Voliticn, Memory and Rea- 
ſon? Or how the Sun and other vaſt Hea- 
veuly Fires ſub>fiſt for ſo many Ages,withour 
any Nouriſhn:cnt or Fuel 3 which tire, of 
all other Bodies, moſt requires? Or how, 
when the Sun arrives at the Tropics, he ne- 
yer gces further,cirhcr Northward or South- 
ward, but returns towards the Equator, 
and thereby preſcrvcs the World by his 
Vieal Warmth ? 

*Tis ſaid ſomewhere 1n this Sermon, that 
we comprehend not the leaſk Spire of Graſs, 1 
acknowlecdg the Truth of chis Saying 3 I 
will add ro 1t, That all the Works of God have 
upon them h:5 Signature : that 1s, they are I1t- 
-omprehenfible by Humane Underſtanding, and 
Unimitable by Humane Artand Induſtry. If 
we did comprehend them, we might make 
moſt of them, for we have always by us 
the Materials of which they are made : Burt 
all che Chymiſts, and the whole Royal Socit- 
'y5, arc not able tro make a Barly Corn, or a 
Grain of Wheat; theſe ſimpleſt and plaineſt 
ot the Works of God, are Myittries ro us, 
we do rot comprehend them, we cannot 
make them. 


Therejore his Lordſhip might haye ſpas» 


red to himſelf the pains of choſe Ten Pages 
tm his Sermon, in which he ſeeks to prove, 
that there are many things which we do not 
comprehend ; and thar ſeveral chings in Na» 
ture, in Art, and in Religion, are Myſteries 
ro us, He utterly miſtakes, in Thinking, 
thar- we deny the Articles of the New Chri- 
ſtianity, or Athanaſian Rethigion, becauſe they 
are MySterizs, or becauſe we do not compre- 
hend them; we deny em, becarſe we do 
comprehend them ; we have a clear and diftinet 
Perception, that they are not Myteries, but 
Contradiions, Impoſſibilities, and pure 
Non-ſenſe, We have our Reaſon in vain, 
and alt Science and Certainty would be de- 
ſtroyed ; if we could not diſtinguiſh, be- 
rween Myfteries and Contradittions; which 
are ( by all confeſſed to be ) Impoſſibilities, 
Bur becauſe ſome have learned to call their 
Non- ſenſe, the Deep Things of God; and their 
Contradictions, MySteries of Religion : there- 
fore -a Learned Perſon was perſwaded by 
ſome. of our Friends, to wrice an Account of 
the Ward Myſtery, as "tis taktn in Holy Scerip-" 
ture, He meant not to fay, there are no 
Myſteries in Nature, jn Religion, or in Art 5 
all he intended was this : © Ths there are 
6 1n Religion ſome Myiteries and Incompre- 
&« henſcb{e Secrets 3 yer we are not to give 
* the Venerable Name of Myiery, to Do- 
« (trines thar are contrary ro Nature's and 
«* Reaſon's Light, or which deſtroy and 
* contradict our Natural Idea's ; the Holy 
«* Scriptures call nor ſuch things, Myſteries, 
** So far from that, that the ordinary mean- 
« 130g of Myſtery 1n Scripture, is not ſome- 
* thing in its own Nature obſcure and dark ; 
* buronly ſome ether Do&rine or Mani- 
&© feſtation of God's Will, which in its own 


* Nature 1s [ntelligible and agreeable to 


6 Reaſon, but-was kept ſecret ( or was made 
* a Myitery or Secret ) ro paſt Ages; and 
* was yevealed in (oſpel-Times by the Lord 
* Chriſt and bis Apoſsles, 


Ina word, whereas 'tis too common a- 


mong us, to vend Inpoſture and Contradifti- 
ons, under the pretence and name of My- 
fteriesz this Author hketh nor ſuch Myſte- 


ries 
3 
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ries, and leaſt of all in Religion : And he 
harh diſcourſed ſo ſucceſsfully againſt *em, 
that che Merchants of theſe Waves, are ( and 
have reaſon to be )) very angry with him, 
becauſe their Market is much hindred by 
what he hath ſaid, 

Whether what they call Myeries, are 
Real Myſteries, or Real Contradiftions, hath 
been argued in the Netes on the Creed of Arha- 
naſius; in the Timitarian Scheme of Religion ; 
the Anſwer ro Mr. Milhouwn; and divers 
others Books publiſhed very lately by rhe 
Unijrarians : And the Unitarians are willing 
ro leave their Cauſe upon chart [iſue, if 
their- Oppofers agree to it, The moſt 
Learned . Prelate, the Author of this Ser- 
mon, has ofter'd nothing in anſwer to thoſe 
Prints, buc only tells us here, that we muſt 
Believe ſome Myteries, which we grant ; 
and that we advance as great Paradoxes, as 
any we oppoſe 3 which 1 will examine 1n 


' due place, 


Having granted co his Lordſhip his fir{t 
Point, That we may be obliged by God, to 
believe what we do nor comprehend ; and 
haviag ſhewn, char* rhe Conceſhon doth 
not hurt the Unicarians; I might now paſs 
to his ſecond Propoſition : Bur the Hear of 
Writing and Controverſy, having fo far 
tranſported his Lordſhip, rhat ro prove 
what he expected would be denied, he hath 
alledged for Inſtances of Myfttry, ſuch rhings 
as are not indeed Myſteries, bu: either plain 
Errors, or evident Contradictions : there- 
fore 1 will beſtow ſome farcher Refleions 
on this part of his Sermon, 

He faithar P.16. © There is no greater 
« Difficulty, in che Conceprion of a Trinity, 
« or the Incarnation, than there 1s in the 
*« Conception of Eternty, 

New, what and how many are the Con- 
rradi&iurs of the ( pretended ) Trinity 
and [ncarnacion, hath been' ( partly) ſhewn 
in the Brief Notes on the Creed of Athanaſius 3 
and in the T1 initarian Scheme of Religion: Let 
us ſee what Contradiftions he finderh 1n the 
Conception of Eternity, 

Firſt, He dares not call them Contradict;s 


015 ( th6 as he ſtates them, they are unde« 
niable ContradiRions ) but Difficulties : be- 
cauſe if chey were confeſſed to be Contra- 
&ions, he would be forced co deny an Erers 
nicy. 

Well, but whether Contraditions, or 
only Difficulties z what are they ? He. an- 
ſwers at P. 17, * If God was for ever, ( or 
« was from Eternity ) he muſt be fron hin- 
* ſe!/f. Bur what Notion or Conceprion can 
*« we have in our Minds of fuch a thing? 
I anſwer ; to ſay a Perſon or Thing was 
from it ſelf, is a Contradiftion; 1t 1mplies 
this Contradiion, [: was, befw: it was, 

Bur, he ſaith, if God was from all Erer- 
nity, be muſt be from himſelf. 1 am ſorry, an 
Ecernal God muſt be a Contradiftion. Had 
he no way to defend the New Myiteries, bur 
by eſpouting the Cauſe of rhe Atheiſts? For 
my part, I ſhall rather grant to him, thac 
there is no Contradi&ion in the Trinity, 
than chat an Eternal God is a Contradicti- 
ON. 

Burt what makes him ſay, God muſt be 
from Himſelf, or Self originated 2 Neither the 
Creeds, nor Fathers, whoni he is bound ro 
follow, ſo ſpeak. They ſay, God is of 
None; thar 1s, neither from Himſelf, nor 
from any Orher; and he is not Self-oriziaa- 
ted, bur Unoriginated, 

He faith, If God is from Erernity, he 
MUST be from Hinſelf. By no means, the 
contrary lilacion is True, and ( I think } 
Selt-evident, If God 1s from Eternity, He 
muſt be of Noze;z neither of ( or from ) 
Himſelf, nor from any other, Nor from 
Himſelf, for then he mult be before he was ; 
and neither from Himſelf, nor from any 0+ 
ther ; becauſe, all Origination, of what kind 
ſoever, 15 incon{iftent with an Eternal Bring, 

His Lordſhip goes on, ar P. 18, **f Let 
& theſe Men try their Imaginations about God's 
6 Eternity, — How (ſhould God C5-cxiſt 
« witchall rhe Difterences of Time, and yer 
« there be no Succeſſton in his Being. —For 
&« where rhere 2s Succeſſzon, here 1s a pa(- 
« ſing our of not biting in fu:b a Duration, in- 
« 39 ping is it; which 15 not coniiſtent 

* with 


_— 
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& with the Abſolute Perfe&ion of the D1- 
&« yine Nature. From whence, Eternity 
« was defined by Boethius, a Perfe&t and 
« Compleat Poſſeſſion of Erernal Life al! at 
« on:e, Bur how can we form any Con- 
« ceprion in our Minds, of that being all at 
« once; which hath ſuch different As, as 
« muſt be meaſured by a long Succeſſion of 
Time? As Creating, and Ditlolving the 
« World; Promiſing, and ſending the Mel- 
fias ; how can theſe conſiſt with a Perma- 
« nent Inſtant, or a Continuance of Brig with- 
& out Succeyuon ? 

I ſhall confeſs ro you, Sir, that ſuch an 
Erernity as this, is 4 Myitrry and 4 Difficulzy, 
with a Witneſs, It was firſt broached by 
rhe Plaroniſts; from them borrowed by 
Botthzss ; and by the Schoolmen handed 
down to the Dottors and Profeſſors of Myſte- 
rizs, in our Times, Ido nor ſay, it 1s a 
ContradiQion ; *cis a great many Contradt- 
ions, His Lordſhip bids us try ow Imagt- 
nations upon it : I pray his Lordſhip, firſt 
ro try his Imagination upon theſe Queries 
abour Ir, 

1. What is the difference between an E- 
ternal Moment, which cyery one diſcerns 1s a 
Contradiftion in the very Terms; and be- 
rween Poſſ:Ninz Eternal Life all at once, which 
is his Lordſhip's Definirion of Eternity ? I 
appeal co the Underſtandings and Conſci- 
ences, of all Senfivle and Unprejudiced 
Men, wherher they are nor the ſame ? 

2. Sccing it is of che Nature of all Dz- 
ration, to confiſt in a Succeſton; elſe it were 
not Duration, tur a Moment: I ask, whe- 
cher ic be nor Unayoidable, char if Almigh- 
ty God poſſeſſes Eternal Life all at once, he 
muſt have paſſed into ſome Duracions before 
they are 2 The Duration, for Example, in 
which the Day of the Laſt Judgment ſhall 
be, 1s nor yer actually come ; Bur if God 
poſſciles Eternity all at once, he is already 
entred upon that Duration 3 that 1s, he 1s 
encred upon ic before it zs, Bur that 1s a 
Contradi&tion, That a thing ſhould be 
pollefled before it 7s, implics this Con- 


tradition, It zs before it is; four unlcls 


it , ir cannot be poſſeſed, | 

3. Seeing "tis a Contradifion, and there- 
fore impoſſible, rhar any Being ſhould poſ- 
ſeſls a Duration before ſuch Duration; 1 
defire ro know of his Lordſhip, How it can 
be an Imperfe&ion (as he affirms ) in the 
Divine Nature, not to do that which im- 
plies a Contradidtion, and is impoſſible to 
be done? For hitherco theſe Men have taughc 
us, that ro do Contraditions, would nor be 
a PerteRion, but an Imperte&ion in the Di- 
vine Nature ? 


4- How is it more an Imperfe&ion, as 


his Lordſhip ſays; to paſs from not 6ting in 
Jach a particular Duration, to being in it ; than 
is an ImperfeRton, ro paſs from not Opt- 
rating in ſuch a Duration, to Operating in it ? 
This laſt, all Men muſt confeſs ro be crue of 
God ; for none will dare to ſay, God made 
all his Works at once z ch6 his Lordſhip is 
pleaſed here to ſay, what is much more im- 
poſlible, thar he poſleſſes his whole Eternity 
at once, 

5. What Shadow of ImperfeQion is it, 
to paſs from one Duration to another ; when 
the Perſon ſo paſling, carries wich him all 
Perfe&ions into every Duration ? 


When his Lordſhip ſhall have ſatisfied | 


rheſe Queſtions, I will begin ro think, he 
has found a juſtifiable Parallel for his ( pre- 
rended ) Trinity, But the Notion of the 
Trinity, and chis Notion of Eternity, will 
be vindicated both in a Day, 


Art P. 20. he faith; © Some of theſe Men 
who cry down Myteries, and magnify Rea- 
ſon, to ſhow how ſlender their Pretences 
ro Reaſon are, have aſſerted 4 Corporeal 
God, wit Shape and Fizure,.-—Bur how to 
reconcile che Notion of a Body, with In- 
« finite Perſeftions, is a Myſtery to me, — 
Burt ſome Men may confound Finite and 
Infinite, Body and Spirit, God and Man ; 
« and yct are for no Myſteries, 

Now, I know bur one Unicarian Writer, 
who ever afſerred 4 Corporeal God, with Shape 
and Figure : Bur when his Lordſhip pleaſes 
to demand jr, I will ce the expreſs Words 


of 


of ſeveral of the Fathers ( and they, Ihope, 
were nor Unitarians ) who were in this S2n- 
rimenr, Bur he had no reaſon at all ro ob- 
j& this ro the preſent Unitarians, who have 
ſo lately afſerred and vindicated, both the 
Infinity of God's Perfe&ions, and his Real 
Omnipreſence, againſt Dr. Sherlock. 

He faith, P. 21. *If we believe Prophe- 
© cy, we muſt believe God's Fore-knowledg 
« of Future Events.— Is there no Myſtery 
« in this; nothing above their Compre- 
« henſfion? Well, whar if there be; will 
he prove ir is a ContradiQtion ? Yes, 'tis a 
ContradiRion, according as he has ſtared 
it; for he ſaith: © Nothing can be Fore- 
« known, but what has a certain Cauſe : and 
« therefore if Evil Adﬀtjons be Fore-told, 
* Men will not be Free Agents in them, bur 
« God muſt be the Cauſe of them. 

I anſwer, If norhing can be Fore-known, 
that proceeds from Free Agents ; I granr 
'ris a ContradiQion that God ſhould foreſee 
the Evil Aﬀions of Men, who ( moſt cer- 
tainly ) are free both in the Good and Evil 
Attions that they do. Bur 'tis utterly falſe, 
that what proceeds from Free Agents, cannot 
be Forcknown or Foretold : That the 
Wills of Men are free, doth not annul the 
Cercainty or Poſſibility of Prophecy ; b- 
cauſe the Infinite Wiſdom of God doth foreſee, 
what our Wills, tho free, will chuſe, 

A thing is not neceſſary, as is ſuppoſed in 
this ObjeRion, becauſe God doth certainly 
toreſee ir, or forelee it as certain: for there 
may be a Certaiity of Fulurition, without 4 
Neceſfity of Futurition, 

Every Free Agent (hall certainly do, what- 
ever it will do ; but he will do it freely, and 
nor neceſſarily, So that it implies no Contra- 
dition, no nor Difficulty 3 that God by his 
Infivite Wiſdom ſhould certainly - foreknow 
thoſe Evil ARions, which ſhall vot neceſſarily 
( but certainly and freely ) come to paſs : 
He foreſecing them in Free Agents, who Itt- 
deed will certainly ſo AR; not 1n Agents that 
muſt —_— ſo At. 

I think this ro be clear z and 'ris generally 
confefled, by the more Learned of all Per- 
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ſwaſions. But if it were not, were I in hi; 
Lordſhip's Station, I would forbear to op- 
poſe the Unity of God from ſuch Topics as 
theſe : If there be no way toattack the Do- 
&rine of the Unity of God, bur by finding 
ContradiRions in his Eternity and Fore- 
knowledg, the chicf Attributes by which he 
1s God ; it were better, to leave that Envied 
Do&trine, in whatſoever Repuration ic has, 
or ſhall, gain. 

Ke ſays, P. 22. © I defire to know, whe- 
<* ther they believe the Attributes of God 
* to be Finite, or Infinite? —If they are 
« Infinice, How can we comprehend them ? 
« Weare ſtrangely puzled in plain ordinary 
& Finire Things 3 but *cis Madneſs to pre-' 
« rend, ro comprehend what 1s Infinire. 

Thar the Attributes of God are Incom- 
prehenſible, I have often heard 3 bur never 
rill now, what his Lordſhip adds in che nexr 
place, purely from himſelf : © If nothing, 
&« ſaith he, is to be believed, bur what may 
* be comprehended, the very Being oi God 
** muſt be rejze&ed too, | 

To comprehend the Being or Exiſtence 
of God, is only this, tro comprehend that 
God is: and if we cannot comprehend that, 
all Religion ceaſes. 

But I confeſs, that neither do I under- 
ſtand ir, why his Lordſhip and many Orhers 
are ſo poſitive, that we cannot comprehend 
an Infinice Attribute, or Attributes, Ler us 
conf:der, what *tis to comprehend a Thing 3 
'cis to have a clear, diſtin, and adequate 
Conceprion of ir, Eut may we not have 
ſuch a Notion of an Infinite Attribute ? I 
think, we may. Etersity 1s an Infinite At- 
rribure and Perfe&ion of the Divine Na- 
ture; ſo are God's Infinite Power, Wiſdom, 
and Zaſtice: Of all rheſe we may have a 
clear, diſtinf and adequate Conceprion. For 
whart 1s God's Eternity, but that Duration by 
which he is without all Beginuing, and End £ 
I appeal to all Men, and to his Lord{hip, our 
of the Heats of Diſpure z Whether this Con- 
ception be nor Clear, Diſtint, and Ade- 
quate ? Infinice Wiſdow and Power are thoſe 


Properties, by winch God &nows and yo 
O, 
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do, whatſoever implies not a -Contradj&ion 
tro be known and done, His Infinite Juſtice 
is his ( Indefe&ible) Propenfity ro do to 
all Perſons, and at all Times, according to 
what is Right and Equal; except where, and 
when, his Wiſdom and Goodneſs fees fir to 
abate of his own Right, and to ſhow Mercy. 
They may wrangle as long as rhey pleaſe, 
bur ic will ke evident to all indifferent and 
uzprejudiced Men, that rheſe Conceprions 
are diſtin& and clear, and adequate alſo ro 
the Properties thac are their ObjcAs, 

Bur they ſay, How can a Finite Mind 
comprehend whar is Infinite ? I anſwer, 
1. Tis plain by what hath been ſaid, thar 
ſo rhe thing is. 2. The ( IntelleQual ) 
Comprehenſion of a Finite Mind, may be, 
and aRually is, in ſome reſpeRs Infinite : 
Becauſe what is Finite with reſpect to its 
Extenſion of Parts, may be Infinite in other 
regards, or with reſpe& to ſoine of }ts 
Powtrs. Thus the Mind of Man hath nor 
only, in ſome reſpeRs, an Infinite ( Intel- 
leual ) Capacity or Comprehenſion, but 
it hath another Infinice Property, even In- 
finite or Erernal Duration, which we call 
irs Immortality 3 and which is a Power no 
leſs admirable, than its Infinice Compre- 
henſjon. A Body, ſuppoſe, of an Inch 
{quare, 1s not only nor Infinite 1n Exten- 
fon, but 1s a very ſmall Body : Yet it 
hath th# Infinite Power, to be Diviſeble to 
Infinity. 

Burt hitherto-in anſwer to his Lordſhip's 
firſt Head or Propoſition, that God may ob- 
lige ws to believe, on bus Word, what we under- 
ſtand not, I have granted it ſo to he ; bur 
have been forced ro obſerve, that che In- 
ſtances by which he would confirm ic, are 
unluckily choſen : for they are either plain 
Errors, or evident ContradiRions, 


On his Second Propoſition. 

The ſecond principal Head in this Ser- 
mon, 4s this: © As much as they (the U- 
WM __ are afraid of Myſteries 3 them- 
« felves adyance greater Myſteries, and 


* things more incomprehentivle, than the 


« Trinity or Incarnation, or- any. ether 
« raughr by the Church. 

I confeſs, I thought hitherto, that the 
whole Prerence of theſe Men, had been on- 
ly this, to free Religion from all Uncouth, 
Odd, and Abſurd Notions, to make it eaſy, 
incelligible, and rational; ina word, to re- 
ſtore 1c tors Primicive Plainnefs and Truth, 
Burt his Lordſhip tells me News; Ir 1s, he 
ſaich, no ſuch thing; they are a Company 
of obſtinare and perverſe Fellows, that 
Bark continually at Myſteries and Contra- 
diftions, while themſelves are much more 
guilry of che whole Charge, than any ſort 
of Men under the Sun. All that I can fay 
ro this, Sir, 15, Thar if 1c be fo, there are 
tew Men that are more able ro prove, and 
to expole their Perverſneſs and Folly, than 
the Author of this Sermon : And if he fails 
inthe Atrempr, 1t may be preſumed by All, 
that the Accuſation is Groundleſs, Difinge- 
nuous, and LUngrateful. He finds Six My- 
ſtcries 1n their Explication of Religion : 
Which are, he faich, greater and more in- 
comprehenſible, than we can pretend ro 
find any in the Do&rine of the Church. Ler 
us conſider them ſeverally, | 

I. ( P. 24.) © They make Myſteries of 
* Plainand Eaſy Things : For they ſuppoſe 
« 7obn the Evangeliſt, in the beginning of his 
* Goſpel, goes abour, in proſound . and loſty 
&« Expreſſions, to prove a thing, which was 
& never diſputed by any, viz. Thar alch6 
* Chriſt was born ſix Months aſter Johin Bap+ 
6« rift, yer he was before him in Dignity. This 
«* 15a Myſtery which ( as I remember ) Fau- 
* ſe4s Secins glories, that his Uncle Lelirs 
* oatained by Revelation. 

Now I remember no ſuch thing, and 1 
am well alſured, thac his Lordſhip cannor 
direQ us to the Place in Socinus his Works, 
where this may be found. Fauſtrs Socinus 
doth not ſay, chat his Uncle Lelivs had any 
Revelation, concerning the meaning of any 
Exprethion (or. Expreſſions ) in the begin- 
ning of St. John's Goſpel; no nor concerning 
any other Texr or Paſſage of Holy Scrip- 
turc, But whereas Era/mis Fohanns had 

, ſaid, 


faid, that the Socinian Inter retation of 
theſe Words of our Saviour, Brhore Abraham: 
was I am, was very intricate and harſh : 
Fauſtus Socimes anſwers, that it 15 the Iatgr- 

recatioff which had been thought of firſt 
by his Uncle Lelivs ; and I, ſaith be, have 
cauſe to think, that Lelizs obrzined it from 
the Lord Chriſt, by his Prayer: Non {ewes 
habeo Conjefturas, illum (nempe Lzlium)) cam 
Tnterpretationem precibus multis ab ipſo Chriſto 
impetraſſe. Tn ſhort, Fauſtus neither ſays, 
that his Uncle had any Revelation concern- 
ing any Paſſage in the Beginning of St. John's 
Goſpel ; as his Lordfhip here pretends; nor 
doth he ſo much as ſay, chat his Uncle ever 
pretended to any Revelation at all: bur only 
that he thinks, or he conjeftures, thar ſuch a 
dextrous and admirable Interpretacion, was 
an Effe& of his Uncle's Prayers, rather than 
of his Studies and Confideration. That 1s, 
Fauſtus Sotinus was ſo much a Chriſtian, as 
ro aſcribe to our Lord Chriſt the Glory and 
Praiſe of that great Lighr which his Uncle 
'Lelius kad given to a very obſcure Context 
of Scripture 3 rather chan to his Uacle's Wir 
'or Learning, | 

But now, what if it were true, that Fau- 
- tus Socinus had ſaid, That his Uncle Lelizes 
had obtained that Explication, by Revelation : 
was this a Matter to be placed in thg Fore- 
front of the great Myſteries, that his Lordſhip 
had to charge on the Unirarian Dofrine ? 
Methinks, he might berrer have called ir 4 
Trifle, than a Myſtery. © They ſuppoſe, ſaith 
< be, thar the Evangeliſt, in profound Lan- 
< guage and loſty Expreſſions, goes about to 
* prove, thar Jeſus Chriſt was in Dignity, 
| * before John the Bapriſt. 

Bur, .(1.) Icannot find that proſound Lan- 
puage, and thoſe /ofty Expreſſions, in this 
Evangeliſt. The Senſe indeed is ſomerimes 
proſound, or if you will, lofty; bur the Lan- 
guage cr Expreſſion is always mean, The 
Obſervation of Gratizs, on the Language of 
St. Fohn, is very different from that of his 
Lordſhip, Magna (faith he, Pref. ad Evang. 
S, T3 in Fobannis didtione ſimplicitas, 
(2.) If the Language were indeed profound, 
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and the Expreſſion loſty ; it would not fol- 
low, therefore the Senſe that is intended, 
muſt be a Myſtery. The Language and Ex- 
prefſions of the _— Iſaiah, are profound 
and lofty 3 he hath an Elevation both of 
Conceit and Expreſſion, above any of the Greek 
or Roman, whether Orators or Poets : and 
yet the Senſe couched in his Expreſſions, 
1s ſeldom any thing like a Myſtery ; ſome- 
times *cis only this, ſuch a Place ſhall be deſo- 
late, or- there ſhall happen a great Way, or 
tbere ſhall be a happy Peace. (3.) Burt in 
very deed, is this the Myſtery chart the Uni- 
rarians find in the Proem or Beginning of 
Sr, obn's Goſpel, that Chriſt Zeſus was in 
Dignity and Office, about St. John Baptiſt 2 
I had thought, the Myſtery with which $0- 
cinus has ſo much offended ſome Men, in 
his Explication of this Context, had-been 
this. © T1 the beginning of the Goſpel was the 
* Word; thatis, the Lord Chriſt : who be- 
** 10g the Bringer or Meſſenger of God's 
« Will or Word, is therefore: called the 


* Word; as in this very Chapter he is alſo 


« called Liſe and Light, becauſe he brought 
« to Men the Goſpel-Lizht; and the Means of 
&* Liſe eternal, And the Word was with God ; 
« that is, che Lord Chriſt was taken up into 
« Heaven, to be inſtruQed in all Pojars, re- 
« lating to his Ambaſlage or Miniſtry. - 41d 
&« the Word was God; inthe Greek *tis, was 
© a God: that js, ir pleaſed God to com- 
© municatre to the Lord Chriſt, who is the 
« Mediator or Bringer of the. New Teſta- 
« ment, that Name aoove every. Name, even 
© the Name or Appellation of God; as he 
had formerly done to Moſes, the Mediator 
of the Old Teſtament; and to divers 0- 
& thers: Exod,q.1. Pſ. 45.6, t1.and 82.6. 
& Fobn 10. 34,35» 1 San. 28. 11, 12, 12, 
« 14. By him were all things mage; that is, 
all rhings relating to the New Creation were 
« made (or were effi:zd) by him. The 
* World was Mat by bim; in the Greek, 
« was Modelled by him: that is, he reduced 
all things co a New and Betrer Eſtate 3 
« by his aboliſhing Paganiſm, and Judaiſm, 
« and introducing the Goſpel-Qcconomy 
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« ;and:%rare, This is'the-greatWyſtery,' if ir 
muſt needs be fo walled, that Socinws difeo- 
wercd 'mthis Context : and ithe Anthor of 
this Sermon Hoth m rhewvery nextPagerro 
his, reckon-ſome parriof this '(before-mer- 
zioned?) Imerpreration, among 97 Myfte- 
WICS 4 kere he prievoriſlycomphans, 
that we'findl no!Myſteries in the proſorntl Lan- 
guage ant lofty Exyreſſions of Sr, John mths 
beginning of this Goſpel. (4.') Avro thar, 
Chrift 'Feſus 9:48, 4n Dignity and Office, before 
(or 4dbove) John The Baptiſt; *cis1ndeed alfo 
daitl in-t} 15-Conresrt : bur are:che Umrarians 
akc:only Men, that mutke 'that 'Senife of theſe 
Wards of'St. Fobn, He that commth-dſterune 75 
preferred befere me, for he was 'bifore me ? Was 
btſore me js mrerprered -of Priority of Dig- 
nity and Excellerce, nor -of Prioricy of 
Time 3 by the /prircipal Crirics among the 
Trinitarians themſelves, particularly by E- 
raſmus and Bega, Theſe Critics ſaw, that the 
Greek 'words a@e@7:5 px 4v, ſhould nor be 
gendred by Prior me erat Che was before me ), 
but by Potior-me erat, he was more excellenc. 

2. The next Myſtery, charged here on 
zhe Unitarians, is 3 that they ſay, an Artri- 
bure of God, even his Wiſdom or Power, w.1s 
made Fleſh, This, faith his Lordſhip, ts a 
Myſtery beyond all Comprehenſion 3 'cis to 
ſay, an Accident was made a Subſt ance, 

Ic ſeems, his Lordſhip has raken notice, 
that the Author of the Br. Hiſtory of the Unit a- 
rians interprets the Word in the beginning of 
$r. Fobn's 'Goſpel, to be the Powtrand Wi/- 
dom-of God : 1 rhink this to be very defen- 
ble, and probable ; though rhe Unirarians 
more -commonly, by the Word -underſtand 
the Perſon of our Saviour, or the Max 
Ghrift Jeſus, When the Evangelift ſaith, 
theWord mas made Fliſh : how-doth his Lord- 
ſhip, and his Parry, underſtand it ? Why, 
thus; the Word, or God the Son was Inca;- 
zate, he Abode or Tabernacted in Flih, thar 
is in Man, .in the Man :Chrift Jeſus : ard fo 
ro Appeararce, and in a Senfe, was mae 
FM, or made Man. Theltitarians think, 
it 1mplics many Contradictions, char God 
Bimfelf (wm his own Perfon) fhould be To- 


carnare 3 'or 'by Tabernacling in Flefh, be 
(us it were) "matte Man : "and ſo much, 
'tave evincet' in thvers Clare) 'Tratts 
by them'publifhed ; -of which thgir Oppo- 
ifers 'have "nor yer *throupht fir, co ſeem to 
know any thing. Therefore .by the Word, 
we-lo not yinderftantl G2 the Son 3 rhe ra- 
ther, eno ſuch Perſon is once mentio- 
Ted in all H. Scriprure : bur the Power ar 
Wiſdom 'of Gol 5 which 'none can Ueny is 
very frequently calted te Word, in the Ecrip- 
rures both-of the'Old and New Teſtamenrs. 
we ay, "this Word Cor this Power and 
Wiſdom of God”) was made F!tfh,- or Vien ; 
beraufe an Trnſprred Wrirer 'hath expreſly 
ſo raughr us : 'but 'we do not meanhereby, 
as his Lordfhip would infinvate, that the 
Wiſdom or Power of God was turned itity 
Flefh, or into a Man. Burt we mean, as 
the Trinttarians themſelves alſo mean, thar 
the Word was Tncarnate, Tabernacled in Fleſh, 
Abode on rhe Man Chriſt Jeſus, in more 
ampte Manner, and much larger Meaſure, 
than -on-'former Prophers, All which a- 
mounts 'to no more, than what is faid at 
Afts 10. 38. God anointed Feſurs of Nazareth, 
with the Holy Ghoſt, and with POWER. 

I appeal to you, Sir, or to any indiffe- 
rent Man, what Myſtery there is in this ? 
Be ſure, 1r'ſcemed no Myſtery to the poſt 
Learned and Judicious Grotizs 3 whoſe In» 
rerpreration1r 15, and from him taken by the 
Author of rhe Brief Hiſt. of the Unitarians. 

3. In rhe next place, he finds faulr, that 
the [fnirarians ſhould rather chooſe to ſay, 
that che Lord Chriſt was taken up into 
Heaven before he entred on his Miniſtry, 
to te there perfeQly inſtructed in the will 
of God concerning the Goſpel-Diſpenſationz 
than ro ſay, that God the Son came down from 
Heavutn, and was Incarnate, 1 cannot-for my 


Life diſcern, why he fhould reckon this a- 


mong the Myſteries or Difficult things, 1 
omir, that 3t 15 not the Doctrine of all the 
Unirartans, as may be ſeen in the Brief Hiſto- 
ry; where anather Account is given of the 
Texrs, that ſpeak of Chriſt's being with God, 
coming down from Heaven, coming forth from 

God, 


God. Suppoſe ir were the more” general 
DoRrine- of the' Unirarians, yer how 1s It 
more myſterious, or. more difficult to be” un- 
derſtood, than St. Paul's: being caught” up into 
the Third Heavem, to bear Words, which "tis not 
lawful. for a May to utter? As is. ſaid, 2 Cer, 
I'2. 4 

Mechinks, the Myſtery is wholly on his 
Lordthip's fide. For how can we conceive, 
chat God (as his Lordſhip affirms) came 
down from Heaven ? To Deicend or Aſcend, 
belongs only to Limited and Finite Beings : 
an Infinite Perſon can neither aſcend, nor 
come down. TI wiſh his Lordſhip would clear 
ro us this Myſtery. 

4. Bur it muſt, he thinks, be acknow- 
ledged to be a Myſtery ; that a Man ſhould 
become God, or a God, He finderh a great 
many Repugnancies, in this; *cis as much as 
to ſay © a Created God, an Eternal Son of 
« 44am, Omniporent Infirmity, an Infinite 
<« finite Being, 

Theſe are Repugnancies imdeed ; but do 
the Unicarians make ſuch a God of the Lord 
Chriſt? His Lordſhip, ir ſeems, found 1t ne- 
ceſſary ro miſ-reporr rheir Do&rine ; before 
he could fmd Myſteries in it. This agrecs 
very well with the Artifice of an Oraror ; 
but not ſo well, with the Simpliciry of a 
Divine. 

The Appeliation- God being given, in H. 
Scripture, ro Moſes, Exod. 5, 1. to We Ma- 
giſtrares of Iſrael, Pſ. 82. 1, 6, Fobn 10, 35. 
ro Solomon, Pf. 45. 6. to Angels, Pf. 97. 7. 
becaufe of the Aurhority and Power given 
ro them : and the Lord Chriſt having «// 
Power given to him, both in Heaven and in 
Earth, Matth. 28. 18. thar 1s, as St, Petey 
hath interpreted, Angels, Authorities and Pow- 
ers bring made ſubjef® to- him, x Per. 3. 22, 
therefore the Unitarians have beew willing to 
grant, thar the Lord Chriſt may be called 4 
God. They doubr nor, thar as God hath 
thus highly exalted him, hath! given him a 
better Right to that Name above every Name, 
than Moſcs or Solomon, or even Angels have : 
_ ſo he hath alſo qualified him, wirh ſurable 

Abilicies 3 that is, with Abilities ro manage 
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his univerſal Empire, his Ringdom! over 
Angels, and rhe Church; Bur he neither 
harh, nor car,give to him, his own. Divine 
Narure; or the incommunicable Ptoperrics 
of the-Deiry, Omniporence, Omnipreſence, 
Ommſcience, and ſuch like, In a word; 
we Aſcribe ſo much, and no more either 
Aurhoriry or Abilicy to the Lord' Chriſt, 
than the Trinicariars themſelves attribute ro 
his meer Humane Nature, 1n his preſence 
State of Exaltation, as Divines havecalled iz. 
Saving that we think, his high Qualificaci- 
ons and [ration 1s ſufficient co intitle 
him, to Me Appellation God, or 2a God, 
And ſome of our Number think, he may be 
invocared in Prayer : not becauſe he is Om- 
nipotent, or Omnipreſert ; bur becauſe ir 
pleaſed God to reveal ro him (Revel. 1.1.) 
our Prayers, he being by Office our Media- 
ror. Bur to prevenc Miſtakes among the 
Ignorant, the Unitarians think ic were ber- 
rr, ro uſe the words Chriſt, Lord, and $avi- 
our, when we ſpeak of the Lord Jeſus; than 
ro call himGoz, or a God. The former are 
ofren, and undeniably uſed of him, in Haly 
Scripture : but ic cannor be fatisfacarily 
proved, that any Authentic Copies of the Bi- 
ble do give ro him the title God 5 as the 
Author: of the Brief Hiſtory hath abundancly 
ſhown, 

This is*what the Unitarians bclieve, and 
reach concerning this Martrer : let his Lord- 
ſhip ſhew, what 21y/+ry, or what Difficulry, ir 
implies. He talks of Aepugnancies in their 
Dodrine 3 bur he ts forced to miſrepreſenc 
ir, before he could' find the leaſt Shadaw of 
a Repugrancy. 

s, Next, he artacks the Unitarian Do» 
arine about the ( prerended ) Satisſattion. 
I muſtcrave leave to ſay here, his Lordſhip 
ſeems not to underſtand the true State of ' 
this Queſtion, He faich, P. 26. © 'Tis 
« more reaſonable to believe, - char Jeſus 
* Chriſt ſuffered for our Sakes, than for his 
* own, Bur tis, I think, granted on all 
Hands, thac he ſuffered for both, For his 
own fake, on a double Account: Firſt, in 
chat for the Joy t22t was (et before him (6. e. 
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to obtain the Glorious and Erernal Rewards 
of chearful ſuffering in rhe Cauſe, and for 
the Glory of God ) be endured the Croſs, and 
deſpiſed the Shame, Heb. 12. 2. Secondly, 
Becauſe it became him, ſor whom are all things, 
and by whom are all things, ( that is to ſay, 


God ) in bringing many Sons to Glory, to mate . 


the Captain of our Salvation, even the Lerd 
Chriſt, perſef# through Sufferings, Heb. 2. 10. 
Then, for our ſakes, on many Accounts 
this, for one. Effeually ro recommend 
Mankind co the Mercy, Forgiveneſs, and Fa- 
vour of God, on the Conditions of Faith, 
and Newneſs of Liſe, on our pare. 

Thid, «© We ſay, Chriſt made himſelf 4 
« voluntary Sacrifice, for the Expiation of the 
« Sins of Mez, —Bur others deny this, and 
« make him to ſuffer, as ore wholly Innocent. 
« [I dzmand, for what Reaſon ? 

Bur the Unitarians never denied, as his 
Lordſhip here fancies, that Jeſus Chriſt 
made himſelf a voluntary Sacrifice, for Ex- 
Piation of rhe Sins of Mankind, They 
ever acknowledged, that rhe Lord Chriſt 
was an Expiatory Sacrifice for our Sins, as may 
be ſeen in the Raccovian Catechiſm, in the 
Epiſtles of Sclichtingius, and of ( the Ex- 
cellent ) Ruarus; as alſo in all our ( late ) 
Prints in the Engliſh Tongue. What we de- 
ny, is this 3 that this Sacrifice was by way 
of true and proper SatisſadFion, or full and 
adequate Paiment to the Zuſtice of God : We 
ſay, this Sacrifice ( as all other Sacrifices ) 


was only an Oblation or Application to the 


Mercy of God; a Sacrifice it was, which it 
cms God to accept for us, th6 he might 
ave refuſed ir, And for this Reaſon *cis 
fid all along in Holy Scripture, that God 
forgives to us our Sins 3 and not that he re- 
ceived a SatisfaRtion, or an Equivalent for 
them. | 
Whereas his Lordſhip adds; thar the 
Unitarians make the Lord Chriſt ro have 
ſuffered, as 0ns wholly inno;ent , and demands 
thereupon, For what Gauſe. then did he 
ſuffer? 'Tis confefſed ro be one of our 
( damnable ) Hereites, That the Lord 
Chriſt was a Perſon whelly Innocent ; And 


we hope, that by the Grace of God, we - 
ſhall be able co defend that Belief con- 
cerning our Redeemer, againſt his Lord- 
ſhip and his Party, 

But then, ſaich he, For what Cauſe did 
he ſuffer ? I have anſwered before, for his 
own Sake, and for Ours, For ours, that 
he might recommend us, to the Mercy and 
Forgiveneſs of God : For his own, that he 
might be made Perfe& by Suffering (as well 
as by Doing) the Will of God; and to ob- 
tain the Joys. ſer before bim, as the Reward of 
ſo ſuffering. | 

In all chis, I think, there is no-Myſtery ; 
and we are arrived ſafe at his ſixth and laſt 
Exception, 

6. P. 26, © Its more reaſonable to ſup- 
« poſe ſuch a Condeſcenſion in the Son of 
** Ged, as to take upon him the Form of 4 
& Strount, for our Sakes ; than that a-meer 
« Man ſhould be exalted ro the Honour and 
*« Worſhip, which belongs only ro God, — 
P. 27. This laſt is an Incomprebinſible My- 
ſtery, far beyond all that is implied in the 
Myſteries of the Trinity, or Incarnati- 
0n.—Ir ſubyercs the very Deſign of Chri- 
« ſtianiry z namely, the Reforming of [do- 
« latry: and it lays a Foundation for in- 
&« troducing it again intothe World. 

He faith, 'Tis more reaſonable to ſup- 
poſe, thar God ſhould rake on him the Forys 


cc 


_ of a Moant; thanchara Man ſhould be ex- 


alted, as the Unitarians ſuppoſe, to the Ho- 
nour and Worſhip, which belongs to. God: 
only. Merthinks, neicher of theſe is rea- 
ſonable, the former no more than the lat- 
rer. That God ſhould take on (him, the 
Form of a. Servant, as Trinitarians affirm, is 
as avſurd, and derogatory to his Honour, as 
to giyetoa Servant, the Honour and- Wor- 
ſhip due ip God.. 

* No, faith his Lordſhip, for the firſt 
** comxains, nothing, but whart is agreeable 
«* tothe Divine Nature ; even infinite Love, 
* Condeſcenſion, and Picy of Mankind, 
As If God could nor Love, Pity, and De- 
liver Mankind, without taking on himſelf 
the Form of a Servant, 4 


His 


— 


His Lordſhip dath not hold ſuch a Vin- 
diftive Juſtice, in God, that he could not 
pardon Mankind withour a Satufadtion : 
and if not, merhinks *tis more reaſonable 
ro ſuppoſe wich the Unirarians, that God 
hath admitred us tv Conditions of - Pardon 
and Favour, for his own Mercy's Sake, and 
in Contemplation of the Unblemiſh'd Life, 
and voluntary: Sufferings and Sacrifice of 
Chriſt Jeſus ; than ro ſuppoſe with his Lord» 
ſhip, and his Party, that God himſelf took on 
him the Form of a Struant, and ſuffered in our 
ſteads, to reconcile us to bimſelf, This laſt is, 
without doubt, an Incomprehenfible My- 
ſtery, that God ſhould rather chuſe to ſuffer 
for us bimſilf, than to forgive us. - His Lord- 
ſhip, and his Party, could never have per- 
ſwaded the bclief of ſuch a Paradox, if Men 
were left ro chuſe their Opinions, by their 
agreeableneſs, ro Reaſun or to Scripture, 
God himſelf, ay they, took on him the 
Form of a Servant ; and ſuffered, in our fteads, 
to reconcile us ro himſelt : and this they call 
a Satisſaftion to his Juſtice, But why do 
they nor (ee, tlrar if 1 pay to my felt che 
Debt of my Debtor, or undergo the Puniſh- 
ment of my Offender, to ſatisfy for che 
Wrong done to my ſe)f; this is but a Mock- 
Satisfaftion ; and 1 indeed forgive him without 
a Satisfattion ? By ſuch a Sarisfaftion, as 
they have conceited, Juſtice is not An- 
ſwered or. Appeaſed, bur Abus'd and Mock- 
ed, My Adviceto 'em 15, that when they 
exhibir ſuch Ridiculous Scenes, as beger 
Laughter or Contempt in conſidering Men 
they would torbear ro make the Majefty of 
God an AQor or Parry in them. Bur the 
Church ſets us down, what we muſt believe, 
on pain of being excluded from the Com- 
mon Rights of 317en and Chriſtians And after 
this, *ris no wonder, if the greater part of 
Mankind make tbrmſelues bilieve, agreeably to 
their deareſt Iitereſts., *T'is natural ro World- 
lings, ro Mercenary Spirits, ro the Timorous 
and the Ambitious: 1n a word, to all ſuch 
as prefer not God before all other, whether 
Perſons or Conſtderations ; to belitue as they 
would have it, 
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As to giving God's Worſhip and Honour; 
or proper Divize Worſhip co a Creature, to the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus ; which his Lordſhip fo 
often charges on the Unitarians : He might 
as well have accuſed 'em cf Sodomy, or 
Witchcraft, They pay to the Lord Chriſt 
no other Honour or Adoration, whether by 
Body or in Mind, than the Trinitarians 
themſelves render to his meer Humane Na» 
rure, in his preſent Stare of Exalcation : 
ſaving that, as was ſaid before, ſome of 
'em think, he may be invocated 1n Prayer, 
becauſe God reveals to him- our Defires and 
Wants, on the Account that he 1s our ap- 
pointed ( an thorowly-furniſh'd ) Media- 
tor. If this is a Miſtake, *tis ſimple Error, 
not Myfttry, much leſs Idolatry : For they do 
not pray to the Lord Chriſt, as the Foun- 
rain of Puwer and Help 3 bur as the Media- 
tory King, whom God hath ſer over us, to 
hear us and to afliſt us, by the Power he 
hath from God. 

He faith, P. 29. © A God by Office, who 
* 15 not ſo by Nature, is a New and Income» 
** prehenſible Myſtery : And Sr. Paul blames 
* che Aeathens, for doing Service to them 
« which by Nature are not Gods, Gal. 4.8. 

But when God himſelf fays tro Moſes, Z 
heave made thee a God to Pharaoh, Exod. 7, 
1, When 'ris ſaid of Solomon, Thy Throne, 
O God, is for ever, Pal. 45. 6. when God 
ſaith to the Judges and Magiſtracy of IF ae/, 
God ſtandeth in the Congregation of the Mighty ; 
be judgeth among the Gods: and again, I. have 
faia,. Te art Gods, Pal. 82. 1,5. when *cis 
ſaid ro the Angels, Worſhip him all ye Gods, 
P/. 97.7. when our Saviour ſaith concert 
10g the Magiſtracy, He called them Gods, to 
whom the Word of God came, John 10. 35. I 
would gladly know of his Lordſhip, whe- 
ther theſe Perſons were Gods by Nature, or 
only Gods by Office z which he faith is a New 
and Iscomprehenfible Myſtery, *Tis as Old, 
we ſee, as the Books of H, Scripture : and 
for beirg Incomprebenſible or a Myſtery, that we 
cannor help ; *ris the Language cf Scripture, 
tho his Lordſhip is nor pleaſed to like it, 
Burt I would know alfo, why, ſeeing our 
Lord . 
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Lord Chrift is over all theſe Gods, he may 
not in this Senſe ( of Office, and Repreſer- 
ration ) be called, nor only God, but God of 
Gods, and God over All 7 I fee nv Myltery m 
=: bur I readily acknowledg, there may be 
no ſarull Inconvenience with reſpe& to the 
Vulgar, who will be apt ro miſunderſtand 
che Inrention cf thoſe who. fo ſpeak. And 
rherefore the Unitarians rarhey chooſe ro uſe 
rhe Scriptyre-Words and Phraſes, ſuch as 
Saviour, Lord, and Chriſt, than God. 

Burhe ſairh, Sr.Paul blames them, who do 
Service to ſuch as by Nature are not Gods, Bur 
what Service ? Was it not fuch Service as 
belonged not to them, either by God's Ap- 
pointmenr, or by the Office they had? If 
chemſclves had not ſer up theſe Gods, bur 
God himſelf had fer them up, and given to 
them the Name about evny Name, which the 
fame Sr. Paul ſaith, he hath given ro the 
Lord Chriſt: if they had not miftook 1n th? 
Kind, nor exceeded in the Degree, of char 
Service they did ro them, they ſhould nor 
have been blamed. 

b have: been longer than I deſigned, on 
theſe rwo: Heads ; I will make you Amends, 
Sir, by my: Breviry or whar' remains to be 
co ed. 


On his Third Propoſition.” . 

Be-ſaith, laſt of all; © The Way or Man- 
« ner of ſaving Sinners by: the Lord'Chriſt, 
<«. which 1s taught by che Church, 15 more 
« for the Benetic and. Advantage of Man- 
« kind, chamrthe other way is. I ſaid of 
+5 Propoſition, that *tzs nather true, nor to 
the purpoſe. 

x.” Tis not tothe Purpoſe, For the Que- 
ſtion is not, Whar' is moſt for our Advan- 
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rape, bur what 15 True ? Tr were, for Ex- 
ample, unqueſtionably more for our Advan- 
tage, if jr pleaſed God to give to us that 
Impeccability, which the Saints in Heaven 
now have ; than to Teaveus to the arbirr 
choice: of our own- Wills, and thereby to 
a poſſivilicy of Sinning, and of Danmma- 
ri00, : 

2.* "Tis as little True, as *cis ro che Pur- 

For, how is the Way of Salvation 

by Chriſt, which the Church reaches, more 
for our Advantage, than the Way of Salya- 
tion by Chriſt, raught by rhe Socinians 
when the Conditions to be: performed on our 
parts, are confefs'd ro be the ſame, in both 
the Hypotheſes or Ways ? It matters nor, 
1m point of our Advantage; ' whether che 
Lord Chriſt ſarisfed the Tulle, of God on our 
behalf, or wherher he prevailed on the Mercy 
cf God for us: it either way we are affured, 
and that from God himſelf, thar we are ad- 
mitted ro: moſt Reafonable and Eaſy Condi- 
tions of Pardon and Favour, namely the 
Condirions of Faith, and - Newneſs of Life, 
I chink, Sir, theſe things are fo clear, thar 
I need not trouble you or 'my ſelf, ro make 
Obſervations on the' many 'Exceptionable 
Paſſages with: which the laſt Papes of this * 
Sermorare filled. And whereas his Lord- 
ſhip, in the beginning of this Sermon, hath 
ciced- ſeveral Texrs, to prove that Jeſus 
Chriſt is che moſt High God, and God by 
Nature; becauſe he hath only cited them, 
withour Inlarging or Cricicizing on them, I 
refer my ſelf ro the Explications and An- 
ſwers, in the Brief Hiſtory of the Unitarians, 
and in the Anſwer to My. Milbourn, and our 
other ( late ) Pieces, 
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Ons 4 Diſcourſe of, my Lord the Biſhop 


4 HIS is the Secord Diſcourſe, of Four 
that are direed by his Lordfhip, 
to the Clergy of his Dioceſs 3 and 

1s publiſhed by Mr. Chifivell, chis pretenc 

Tear 1694+ ; 

We ſhould be guiky of an Unjuſtice ro- 
ward his Lordſhip, if we did nor confels, 
chac cheſe Diſcourics are very Elegant, and 
that -there are in them divers Raiſed 
Thoughts, In ſhort, they are nor only 
worthy of Perufal, and Conſideration, but 
they (crve alſo ro encreaſe that Repuration 
and Eſteem, as great as it is, which this 
Aurhor hasmerized, by ſome former Works 
of 4 grearcer Bulk, Furthermore, the S0- 
cinians, and all ocher ſmall and envied Par- 
rics of Chriſtians, area his Debr, for Own- 
ing and Eſpouſing publickly, divers ſuch 
Trurl1s, as Ochers perhaps fee as well as he, 
bur have not Sincericy, nor Generoſtry e- 
nough, to avow them. Such, for Inſtance, 
are theſe, on which he infiſts, from P. 185. 
That every Man has as much Right and 
Caufe ro judg of Do&rines and Inrerpreta- 
rionse, by his own Underſtanding, nor by 
other Mens, as he has to judg of Culours 
and Proporcions by his own Eyes, not by the 
Eyes of Ochers. That a Man ufing his own 
Judgment of Diſcretion, withour Pride, or 
aftearicn of Siqgulariry, to ſearch our the 
Tyuch of Doarines and Opinions, 15 therein 
doing the Beſt thing that he can do 3 and 
te moſt worthy of rhat Reaſonable Nacure 
thar God has given ro him. That 1f ſuch 


Perſon ſha!l happen to miitake,in the choice 
of iis Opinion, Se or Way z what or how 
great ſoever his Miſiake may 'be, 'cis fimple 
Error, not Hereſy : -for that only is Hereſy, 
when a Man advances or follows an Optnion, 
or Opinions, wherher True or Falte, becaulte 


of Sarum, contzer ning 


the Divinity a24 Death of (the Lord) Chrift. 


he 1s led thereto by Intereſt, Ambition, a 
Spiric of Wrangling and Contention, or ſach- 
like. That 'ris not Error, or. Mensfollow- 
mg ( wich Sinceriry ) the Diftarrs of cheir 
Conſciences and Underſtandings, tlxar has 
ceaſed Difturdances, and broke the Peace 
and Order of rhe Civil Government, and of 
che Church ; bur the Spirtt of Tnpoſing apon 
Ochers, fo commonly ( and almoſt univer- 
ſally ) foundin Prevailing Parties : The Er- 
roneous, as the ſtronger Side thmk rhey 
may call rhem, rroultd have been quict, if 
they were 'nor made to appreherl I1quiliti- 
ons, or other Miferies and 11] Uſage, on the 
accomr of rheir Opinions and Dodctrines., 
Bur when they have Cauſe given 'em tofear 
bad Trearmeat, for a bare Diſſent in an 
Article of Faith; che Natural and moſt 
ſuſt Principle of Se!f-preſorvation obliges 
'<m to combine rogether for their neceily- 
ry Defence: And from hence have ariſen 
all che Convulftons, which have fo violent» 
ly thaken Churches and Kingdoms, 

Thefe are Truths, as Generous, as chey 
are Grear and Certain ; and the Oppreſſed 
Part of Matkind have Cauſe to regard the 
Perſons of thoſe who Afﬀirm and Maintain 
them, as the Patrozs of the Liberties of 
Fumane Narure, and the G4irdims of the 
Peace and Fchicity of the World. 

Bur the particular Diſcourte of the Four, 
which I mean to conſider, 15 tnac concern- 
isg the Divinicy of our Savfyur. Here the 
ficſt rhing ro be noted, is 3 Whac Expli- 
cations of ty2 Trinity, and the Divinicy of 
our Savjoar, his Lordihip cicher expreſly 
Rejects, or however 1n{iuarcs his Diſlike 
ot 'em, and mediles not wich cher De- 
fence, 


He 
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He owns, . 102, that the Three are more 
than three Names, or three outward Otconomes : 
3, te, Heis not in the Error of Dr, Walls, that 
the Trinity is only theſe rhree ReſpeRs or 


Relations of God toward his Creatures, that 


he is their Creator, Redeemer, and Sandifer : 
for this is not a Triniry of Perſons, but of 
Names, and outward Otconomies or Admini- 
ftrarions. 

He confeſſes, p. 131. the Three are not 
three Diſtinft Beings, i.e. he diſlikes the 
(roo apparent) Tritheiſm of Dr. Sherlock, 
and Mr. H—w. He would neither con- 
found the Perſons, with Dr. Walizs ; nor di- 
wide the Nature, or multiply the Deity, with 
Mr. H—w and Dr. Sherlock, 

' As tothe Antients, he intimates (ar p. 98.) 
his Acknowledgment, that they repreſented 


the Three, as having the ſame Subſtance, or 


Eſſence, or Ecing, only in a general Senſe ; 
as all Hugane Souls have the ſame Sub- 
ſtance, that is, are the ſame Order or Sort 
of Beings: and that they inticled them to 


different Operations, nor only in an Oeco- 


nomical Way 3; bur ſo rhar one of the Divine 

Perſons did, what the other did not. He 
ſays, this Explication is indeed very eafily 
apprehended ; bur ir ſeems direRly to aſſert 
Three Gads, Contrary to the moſt expreſs 
Declarations of the Old and New Teſta- 
ments, 

This (this Tritheiſm of the Antients or 
Fathers) he faith was the Reaſon, why 0- 
thers afterwards rook another Way of ex- 
plaining the Trinity. Thoſe others were 
the Schcol-men, or the Divines of the Midale 
Ages : who make ir their Foundation, thax 
the Deity is one ( Numerical) Being, He ob» 
ſerves, thar the School-men confidered, that 
the Soul of Man has Intellzftion, and Love, 
flowing from irs Kſſerce : ſo rhey conceived, 
that the primary A& of the Divine Eſſence 
was its Intelle&ion or Wiſdom, by which it 
faw all things, ard in which as in an inward 
Word it detigncd all things, and thz they 
chought might be called the Son, as being 
the Generation of the Eternal Mind 3 while 


« from the Fountain-Principle rogerher with 
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its Inward Word, there did ariſe a Love that 
was to iſſue from both, and was to be the 
Soul of the Creation, but more particularly 
ro animate the Church, He faith hereupon, 
this grew to bg the univerſally received Ex- 


plication; bur made not the Trinity to be 


etter underſtood,” or more firmly belitued : and 
others hereupon took advantage, to repre- 
ſent theſe Subtlerics, as Dregs, either of the 
ZFones of the Valentinian Hereticks, or of 
Platonic Notions, 

Theſe are honeſt Conceflions, and which 
others of the more Learned Trinicarians, 
have owned before his Lordſhip ; bur they 
give us occaſion, to make this Refle&ion, 
That 'cis very unreaſonable in the Trinitari- 
ans, to lay ſo great a Streſs as they do, on 
the Dorine of the Trinity 3 when the moſt 
Learned of their own Party are conſtrained 
to ſuch Acknowledgments as theſe. That 
the Explication of this (pretended) My- 
ſtery by the Fathers, is a direft Tritheiſm, and 
contrary to the moſt expreſs Declarations of the 
Old and Netw Teſtaments. That the Account 
given by the Schools, or Divines of the Middle 
Ages, is only a refining upon the Dregs of the 
Valentinian Heretichs, and of the Heathen Pla 
toniſts, And for our preſent Writers on this 
Myſtery, that neither their Tiinity of Names 
and outward Otconomies, or Adminiſtrations, nor 
that of three diſtinft Beings, are art all paſſa- 
ble. What ſhall we do here, which Way 
ſhall we turn us 3 whar ſhail we bclieve ? 
If you ſay, believe the Trinity : as they can- 
not (you ſee) agree what is to be meant 
thereby 3 ſo ro believe the word Trinity, 
wichour any determinate Notion to anſwer 
or explain it, 1s ro believe Nothing at all, 

Bur what ſays his Lordſhip himicif? wAll 
he bring us, or help to bring us, our of thee 
Mazes? Not in the leaſt ; he pretends nor to 
rell us, what we ought to underſtand by the 
Three, as he ſpeaks : he ſcems not unwilling 


to ſay, Three Perſons; bur ro avoid the Dan- * 


gers Of ſo ſpeaking, he 15s careful ro tell us, 
p. 96. ©* By Perſon (here) is not meant, 
* what we commonly underſtand by that 
« word, 4 compleat Intelligent Being, diſti:t 
* from 
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« one of the Bleſſed Three has a peculiar 
« Diſtintion. In ſhort; He adventures no 
further in chis (dangerous) Myſtery, than 
ro call che Trinity, the Bleſſed Three z and 
this he repeats upon all Occaſions. Ir 45 true, 
till we know what Three he means, we can 
neither oppoſe, nor receive his Dadtrine : 
bur in the mean time, we muſt cell him, that 
we approve not his Way of Expreſſing bimſelf; 
*tis Unſcriptural, nay ris contrary to Scrip- 
ture. The Scriptures ofren tell us, of 
the Holy One, and the Bleſſed One z, never of 
the Bleſſed Three, or the Holy Three, Bur 
befides, he thar tells us of the Three, and 
when he ſays moſt, the Holy Three ;, 1f this be 
all che Trinity he knows, or however dares 
ſpeak of, I ſhall not be art all afraid ro an- 
ſwer, 'tis a Trinity of Ciphers, and thar never 
ſo many Ciphers make nothing at all : and "cis a 
Myſtery only in this reſpeR, that neither be 
nor we bnow.what is meant. 

His Lordſhip ſpends ſome Pages in ſhow- 
ing, that there really are ſome Ayſteries, 
which we find our ſelves conſtrained to believe ; 
though there lay againſt them ſuch inſuperable Dif- 
ficulties, as amount to q Demonſtration that they 
cannot be, His Inſtarices, I grant, are more 
judicious and better choſe in divers reſpeRs, 
(chiefly in this, that he has nor ſought for 
Myſteries that may deſtroy our Notions 
concerning God, and his Perfetions) than 
the Inſtances of (prerended) Myſtery, ad- 
vanced by others, I am nor ar leiſure ; I 
confeſs, I wiſh I were 3 to diſcuſs thorowly 
the Pretences of our Oppoſers, concerning 
Myſteries : to theſe Inſtances therefore of 
his Lordſhip, I ſhall now only ſay, that I 
judg, one might chooſe ſuch a fide of the 
Queſtions or Difficulcies he propoſes, that 
there would not lay, as he affirms, ſuch 0b- 
jeftions as amount to a Demonſtration againſt 
it, no nor ſuch as ſhould amount to a Pro- 
bability. Burt now what if there were ſuch 
Myſteries, as he conrends for ? Why, from 
thence he infers two things 3 of which I con- 
feſs, 1f they could be truly inferred from the 
Poſtulatum, they would do effeRual Service 
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. *«« from evey other Being, but only that every 


ro his preſent Cauſe, 


I'will by and'by con- 
ſider theſe two Inferences; bur at preſent, 
in anſwer to his Diſcourſe about Myſteries 
in general, I will offer ro his Lordſhip, the 
following Queſtions and Remarks. 


1, Will his Lordſhip fo far own, what he. 
hath ſaid about Myſteries, as to ſay alſo; 
that we are ſo made by God, that after all 
our Conſideration and Induſtry; we cannor 
certajnly diſtinguiſh berween Myffery and 
Nonſenſe, or between Myftery and Contradifti- 
ons Undoubtedly, . all Cerrainty, nay all 
Science or Knowledg is deſtroyed, if we are 
ſo made by God ; that Contradiffions and 
Nonſenſe cannor by us be diſtingurſhed, from. 
Difficulties and Myiteries, Why do we argue 
ar all, on the one Side or on the other, it 
there is no knowing, when the Matrer pro- 
poſed ro our Coninderartion 15 impoſſible to bt 
true, and when 'tis only «i f8:ult and myterious * 
May chere not be ſuch an apparext, 414 mults- 
form Contradidtion, in (ome chings propoied 
ro us to be believed; thar atcer all char his 
Lordſhip hath ſaid, ro prove there are My- 
peries ; thoſe things may certzinly appear to 
be nor Myſteries ; bur wnqueſtiozable-Cortya- 
dictions and Impoſlibilicies, or pure Non- 
ſcnſe? Will he fay, we know nothing; we 
have no Cerrainty of Truth or Falſhood, or 
of che Poſlibility and [mpoflibility of chings ? 
He muſt fay fo, if he affirms, we cannor 
know what 1s Nonſenſe ; or cannot tell what 
15 4 Contradidtion to it ſelf, ING 

They propound to us to believe, thar 
there is an Almighty and All-knowing Fa- 
ther ; char there 1s beſides him, an Almigh- 
ty All-knowing So#; and a Third (they 
dare nor ſay what, but a Third) like to the 
ewo former, that is,- as Almighty and All- 
knowing as they. We cry out hereupon, 
Away with your Three Gods ; we have learn- 
ed both from che Word of God, and from 
his Works, that there is bat one Almighty and 
All-knowing ; whom Men have agreed to de- 
note, by this Name (or Word) God. They 
reply ; that they believe but one God : bur 
tis rrue alſo, though *cis an incomprehenfi- 

C ble 


Ttuchs are ; that this one God is made up 
of theſe Three, an Almighty All-know1 
Father, bi Almighty All-knowing Son, 

a Third who alſo 1s Almighty and All- 
khowing. Worſe and wore, ſay we"; a 
Myſtery do ye calf thi# 2 Why, "tis a ſtaring 
Contradi&ion, a - palpable Inconſiſtency ro- 
it ſelf, and rherefore. a flar Impoſſiibility. 
Is- jt not a Contradidtion, to tell us of one 
God, who is made up of Three Gods ? ' E- 
viry ne-of theſe, becauſe he-is confeſſed ro be 
Almiebty avd All-bnowing, is' 4 moſt confum- 
mate and perfefÞ God 3 and is fo confeſt ro be, 
by your ſelves: cherefore te4qmuſt 'of neceſ- 
ſvy be a ContradiRion ro ſay, alt Three-are 
bur One God. This Anfwer 15 ſo ſelf-evi- 


dent, that it divides our Oppoſers into a 


great many Parties ; - who are aſhamed of, - 


and .diſclaim one another, as 'Herericks, 
Some of rhem, as his-Lordſhiphere, think 
wr cheir beſt way to own, and even to con- 
rend for it : * there may be Myfteries, a- 
« pajnſt which there lay. ſuch Difficulries, 
« as ſeem to us to be- no {eſs thas Demonſtra- 
« tions againſt rhoſe. Myſteries 3 and yet 
<- thoſe Difficulties (or Demonſtrations againſt 
<-thry) norwichſtanding, they are great 
«Treurhs, So his Lordſhip fays exprefly 
#- þ. 84. and "cis whac he aims to prove, 
by all rhe Inftanoes he grves us of Myſteries, 
Every one ſces, ris as much as to ſay, thar 
ContradiQions and Sel-inconfiſtence are no 
cogent Argument, to prove a thing is nor 
rwue-: there 1nay lay Demonſtrations againſt a 
chimg, and yer-jt may be true, he ſaich; and 
with him, a very great Parry. Burt other 
Parties of *<m, are-aſhamed of this ; -they 
{ve *ris an Anſwer that deſtroys all Cercain- 
ry, and blocs outall Knowledg at once: they 
think it therefore incumbent upon 'em, ro 
evince that the -Trinity implies no Contra- 
diQion,--or what is the ſame, that there lays 
no jon againſt it ;* they acknowledg, 
chat *tzs neceſſary to find ſuch an Explication of 
che Trinity, as will free ic from all Contra- 

tion, or Demonftr anion to the contrary ; which 
racy '4 -confels is as -much as 10 
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ble- MyFiry, 2s well as many other greac 


ſay, frow bring 6 
come ſo many (contrary) Explications of 
che Trinity 3 Dr. Sherlock's, Dr. S—th's, 
Mr. Howoker's, Mr. H—w's, Dr. Cudworth's, 
and many more. But thoſe Trinitarians 
thar are not- for 
rejze&rheſe Explications ; with as much Rea- 
ſon, and as mach Scorn, as the Explica- 


rors reject ſuch a Myitical Trinity as is incon- © 


fiſtenr with it ſelf, and againſt which (as 
his Lordſhip ſpeaks) there lay ſuch Difficul- 
tits as" amon'tt to a Demonſtration, The Tri- 
nKarians that take the Myfiical' Way, Plaioly 
fee; and' openly profes, thar theſe Expli- 
cations cither confound the Perſons,” and fo re- 
duce all back to Sabellianiſm and Socinia- 
niſm; as the Explications of Dr. Walls, 
Dr. S—th, and Mr. Hooker - or they roo 
openly imply Three Gods, as the Explica- 


tions of Dr, Sherlock, Mr, H—w, Dr. Cud- - 


worth, and the- Author of the Propoſitions. 


In ſhorr; I ſay, the ContradiQion and Self- - 


inconſrftency that we find in their Dotrine 
of the Trinity, does fatally and unreconcila- 
bly divide our Oppoſers, Thoſe of *em that 


are for ſach Myteries, againſt which there lay - 


Demonſtrations, - are condemned univerſally 
by all the other Parries ; as deſtroying all 
Certainty, nay and all Stjexce, and taking a- 
way the Diſtin&ion of Trze and Falſe, of Poſe 
fible and Impoſſible. The other Parties are 
accuſed by theſe, and alſo mutually accuſe 
one another ; either of the Hereſy of Sa- 


beflianiſm, the ſame with that of Socinia-- 


niſm which t 
thar-direR-Apo 


prerend to e: orof 


His Lordſhip is em- 


barked, with the firft of theſe Partics : He is * 


to anſwer, how we ſhall ever — iſh 
berween Poſſible and Impoflible, Myftery 
and Conmradi&ion, Difficulries and flar Non» 
fenſe 3 if, as he ſays, and fees alſo, that he 
1s forced (by the Nature of his Hypotheſis) 
to ſay, that there may be Myiteries which are 
true, theugh there lay ſach Diffics!ries againſt 
them, that they amount to a Demonſtration that 
they cannot be, This is what both he, and 
the- Biſhop of Woreefter, pretend to prove, 


by 


lt, From hence have” 


fications, but Myfteries, - 


from Chriſtianity, Trj- * 


.rable Diffics 


they endeavour to fhow,thart what Side ſoever 
you rake of the Queſtion propaſed, you 
thall find your Way hedged vp with (rhor- 
ny) Demonſtrations to tht contrary, : 

2. His Lordſhip ſays, there are things 
which we muſt confeſs ro bez and yer there 
lie ſuch Difficulries, as amount to a, Demon- 
ſtration againſt them. .For Inſtance z we 
doubt not, that Motion and Bodies are; 
yer their Nature is incumbred with Jnſupe- 
lties: We cangot anſwer ( he 
faich ) the Demonſtrations and Objetions that 
lie againſt chem, .P. 87, 89. 

Ifay now, ſuppoſe it were true, that 1r- 
ſup#able Difficulties, and Unanſwerable 0b. 


qeftions and Demonſtrations, as he ſays, did lie 


againſt che Exiftence or Being of Motion and 

dits 3 yer:how does this help che Dofrine 
of the Trinity ? For if we believe that chere 
are Bodies and Motion, 'ris becauſe we have 


ſuch variows and ſenſeble Evidences, thar they 


really are ; that the Difficulties and Demon- 
ſtrations ( againſt chem ) which his .Lord- 
(hip . calls inſaperable and Unanſwerable, do 
notin the leaſt move us or him. When we 
compare thoſe ( pretended ) Demonſtra- 
tions, ,with the multiform Evidence that all 
Men haye by Senſe, of the Exiſtence of Mo- 


tion and Bodies z we All as much believe 


them to be, as if there were no Objections ar 
all againſt cheir Being, nor any Difficulcies 
in their Natures. Soalſo in all other Mar- 
;yellous and . Unaccquntable Things; 1f Men 
believe them, *cis always on ſome Senſible 
Evidence, or an Evidence equivalent to 'that 
of Senſe, and moſt clearly ſuperigur co.the 
Evidence againſt chem. In ſhort, no My- 
fteries, no Vnaccountable Things are ever be- 
lieved-by Men ; I mean, that are wider no 
Awes, or other Biaſſes 3 except only when 
chey perceive, that the Poſtive Evidence 
for rhoſe.Myſtcries, is Unconceſtable by a 
ſober Man. 

But will his Lordſhip pretend, that he 
hath ſuch an Evidence as this, for the Myte- 
ries (as he calls them ) of the Trinity, the 
Incarnation, and the Satisfation? Hath he 
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by the Inſtances which chey give of 2dyMeries : 


for ghem any ſenſeble Evidence,as there is for 
Bears and Motion, or any Evidence equivaleye 
to zbat of Senſe ; as there is for another of his 
Inſtances, a blind Man's believing Colours 
.and Sight, on the unanimous Report of 
Others, th6 he himſelf can aRually perceive 
no ſuch thing ? Or laſt of all, hath he fuck 
an Evidence, as is ( on fome Accounts or 
other ) not Conteſtable, by fober, reach- 
able, and jadicious Perſons ; as there is for 
the Roundneſs of the Earth, and confe- 
quently for the Antipodes, who walk ( witia 
reſpe& to Us, and our Hemiſphere ) with 
their Heads downwards? On the contrary, 
no Man knows better chan his Lordſhip d 
that there never was alledged tor hx Myſte- 
ries, any Evidence from Senſe," or frog 
Reaſon, bur only from Authority ; char rs, 
fome doubtful Text of Holy Scripture ; (6 
doubtful, that he cannot inſtance in one of 
them, hur whar is reje&ed as Impertinenc, 
by ſome or other of the Ableſt Interpreters 
and Critics of his own Party. The Texw 
he has to alledg, he knows very well, arc 
cicher of ambiguous uncertain Meaning, in 
che Original Hebrew and Greek, or of [- 
ſpeed Autbority.; char is to ſay, there is ver 
great cauſe to think they have been Cor- 


rupted and Falſified, by che Fraud or Neg- 


ligence of Publiſhers. Is -ir well done, to 
require the (belief of Myſteries, againſt 
which there lic Demonſtrations and Inſoperable 
Difficulties, as he confeſſes, on ſuch Eviden- 
cesas theſe; Evidences that are given up, 
and even deſpiſed by divers of che moſt 
Learned (which in this Cafe is to fay, che 
moſt qualified co judg ) of his own Party ? 
There are divers molt Learned Men, that 
have written whole Volumes againſt the U- 
nicarians; who after all confeſs, we arc 
clearly Superiour at the two Wea of 
Reaſon and Scripture : And that to Eſtabliſh 


.the-Dodvines ot che Trinity, and Incarni- 


tion, in any conſidering Man's belief, the 
Church's Authority and:Prerogative to af 
ſign the true Interpretacion of Ambiguous 
and Suſpedted Texrs, muſt be adnurred. 


Divers of 'cm haye publiſhed ir, in choſe 
C2 -vcery 
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very Writings which they dire&ed againſt 
-ns 3 that were it not for the Authority of 
 cheChurch, of which they cannot doubr, 
they would be Unirarians, or Nothing, He 
that has a mind to ſee a great ColleMhon of 
Teſtimonies ro rhis Purpoſe, from the moſt 
eminent Wrirers, may conſult Chr, Sandi:zs, 
. Hiſt. Eccl, L. 1. from P. 152, to the End of 
that Firſt Book, 

. I come now to the Inferences, that his 
Lordſhip makes,, from what he had diſ- 
courſed, and thinks he had proved, con- 
cerning Myſteries. 

1. He faith, P. go. * If the bare Diffe- 
« rerce of Age and Education, will make 
* Thoughts that are Plain and Eaſy to 
« ſome, ſeem Unconceivable to. others; this 
©« ought, when applied to the Divine Eſ- 
& ſence, make us conclude, that there may 
« be Myſteries beyond our Comprehenſ1- 
« ons, in that Being of Infinite Elevation 
'4 above Us. And therefore, if God lets out 
& any Hints of any ſuch Myſteries to us, we 
* ought co receive them in a plain Senſe, as the 
« words naturally bear : Anu if this | Senſe } 
& ſhould happen to import that which does 
« not agree with our Conceprions: of other 

'& things,we ought not to wrell it. to ſore other 

« Senſe that may ſeem eaſier tous. Ay verily, 
this would do the. Bufinefs indeed, for the 
Trinity, and all- other Abſurd and Impoſ- 
fible Doarines 3. for the Tranſubſtantiation 
' more than any other, becauſe the Hints 
( as his Lordſhip ſpeaks ) are ſo broad. for 
Ir, 

He ſaith in eſe, that becauſe we may 
grow wiſer and more diſcerning by Age and 
Inſtruction, ſo as to underſtand Things, 
which we did not before comprehend ; and 
becauſe God is a Being of Infinite Elevati- 
onabove us: Therefore 1f we meet in Holy 
Scripture 4 Hint, ( as ſuppoſe a Metaphor, 
2. Meronymy, an Allegory, or an equivocal 
ambiguous Word or Expreſſion ) we are 
not. to interpret ſuch Hint, by our Concep- 
tion and Knowlcdg of Things, or in a Senſe 
that appears Eaſy and Rational to us ; bur 
according to the naked Words, .the. meer 


Clink and Sound of the Words. But whar 
wild work would this way of Interpreting 
make, or rather has it made already, in 
Religion? This is my Body, ſays our Saviour 
concerning the Sacrament; the Papiſts go 
away preſently with this Hint, which. ac- 
cording ro the meer ſound of the Words 
may 1mporr, that the Bread of rhe Sacra- 
ment is really and verily made to be the 
Subſtance of Chriſt's Body, 1n which he 
was Crucified. And from hence they raiſe 
the Myſt-ry of Tranſubſtantiation, as the Lu» 
therans raiſe the Myftery of Conſubſtantiation : 
And Others raiſe a greater Myitery than both 
theſe, even the Myſtery of a Real Preſence of 
Chriſt's Body in the Sacrament, thd F by 
their own Confeſſion ): neither: the Subſtance 
nor Accidents of his Body are there, but in 
Heaven : Bur ſome think, theſe. ought nor to 
have called themſelves the Reformed ; ar leaſt 
it appears nor, that they are reformed from 
worſe Errors than thoſe of Rome, if worſe 
could be. 

When ye Pray,. ye ſhall ſay, Ow Father 
which art in Heauen, ſaich our Saviour 3 and 
other Texts tell us of the Eyes, Hand, Arm, 
Bowels, Back-parts, the Anger, Love, Fear, 
of God: From: theſe Hints, much broader 
than any his Lordſhip can alledg for the 
Trinity ; ſome of the Fathers, and divers 
Moderns 1nfer, t:1at God 1s not Efſentially or 
Perſonally Omnipreſent ; and rhar he is made 
upof- ſuch Parts and Paſfons as a Man has, 
and dwells in Heaven, governing the World 
by his Miniſtring Spirits, the Angels. Theſe 
Hints, and abundance more that mighr be 
named, plainly ( Irhink ) ſhow, that we 
muſt not fall rocoining of MyFerics, againſt 
which there lie Demonſtrations, on occa- 
fions of Hints, which may be interpreted 
to a Poſſible and Rational Senſe. I am fo 
little of his Lordſhip's Judgment, concern- 
ing the wonderful Authority of Hints, that 
I am of Opinion, that the moſt Dire& and 
Ample Expreſſions, that 1mply ( if taken 
in their more uſual Signifhcation ) an im- 


poſſible Senſe or DoRrine, or an Abſurd 
and Contradictory, muſt be underſtood as 
ſpoken. 


v 
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ſpoken and intended Figwatively 3 and this 
not only in Scripture, bur in all other 
Writings and Writers, The Reaſon 1s, 
when any Matter is very clear and certain, 
as all grant the Unity of God 1s, both in Rea- 
ſon and in Scripture, Writers ſpeak neglt- 
gently and ſecurely, They uſe Equivocal 
or Anbizuozs Viords, and Mctaphurical or 
Fi2urative Exprethons, becauſe they do not 
ſo much ſuſpe&t che Underſtanding and 
pood Senſe of rheir Readers, as once to 
rhink, that chey can rake theſe Expreſſions, 
in a Senſe that 1s contrary ro known and 
agreed Truths. Bur I ſhall ſay more of 
this, and clear ir further, in the Remarks [ 
inrend to make, on the*Sermons of his 
Grace the Arch-Biſhop of Canterbwy; who 
inſiſts very much cn rhe Clearneſs of ſome 
Hints, in Aavour of the Trinicy, and the 
Divinzy of our Saviour, 

: He fatch, P. 94. © No Part of the 
lea for Myfteries, belongs to the Tran- 
ſabRtantiation. No? What has this good, 
old, ſtanch Myitery done, that ir muſt be 
now kick'd our: of the number of Myſte- 
ries, among which it has held a very ho- 
'nourable Rank this many Ages? Certainly, 
it has all the poſſible CharaRers, and Marks 
of Mytery, that any the moſt Orthodox Myitery 
of *em all has, or can have. Iris a Myſte- 
ry, ( like all his Lordſhip's other Myſte- 
24 againſt which there lay ſuch Difficulties, 
as amount to a Demonſtration, that it cannot 
poſſibly be, And then for Hixts, his Lord- 
ſhip's orher Mark of Myſtery ; Ir excels, in 
them, For no one can deny, thar this is my 
Body; and again, whoſo eateth my Fleſh, 
and drinketh my Blood, hath Erernal Life: 
And again, the Cup of Blefſing which we 
bleſs, 1s it not the Communion of the Blood of 
Chriſt; and the Bread which we break, 1s ic 
not the Communion of the Body of Chriſt ? I ſay, 
who can deny that theſe ( and divers more 
the like ) are Hints; which ( if taken as 
his Lord(hip directs ) in their plain Senſe, and 
#s the Words naturally bear, do yery much fa- 
vour the Pretence of Tranſubſtantiation,and 
of that other (greater) Myſtery, Real Pre- 
ſence ? 
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Burt he ſaith, 1bid. © Tranſubſtantiarion 
«© muſt not be a Myſtery, becauſe there is 
« againſt ir, the Evidence of Senſe, in an 
« Obje& of Senſe : for S:nſe plainly repre- 
& ſenis ro us the Bread and Wine to be till 
&« the ſame, that chey were before che Con- 
* ſecration. 

This is Faulty every way. For, 1. tis 
not precended by the Papiſts, that the 
Bread and Wine have received any the leaſt 
Change, in what 1s an Obje& of Senſe. The 
Papiſts, following the Philoſophy of 4i/to- 
tle, diſtinguiſh in Bodies theſe two things ; 
the Accidents ( ſuch as the Quantity, Figure, 
Colour, Smell, Taſte, and ſuch-like) which 
are ObjeRs of our Senſes : and the Subſtaxce, 
which bears, and js clothed ( as it were ) 
with theſe Viſivle and Senſible Accidents ; bur 
Is ir ſelf Tavitible, and che Ovjc&t of our 
Uaderſtandings, nor of our S:nſes. They 
ſay hereupon, our Saviour haviag called 
the Sacrament, his Boay an41 Blood, becauſe 
our Senſes aſſure us, there 1s no change of 
the ( ſenſible ) Accidents; rherefore the 
Chang? that is made muſt be in the ( [nvi- 
ſible) Subſtance : Which Change they there- 
fore call Tranſubſtantiation. Nor do they 
ſay, that Chriſt is Corporally ( or Bodily ) 
preſent inthe Sacrament, bur that his Body 
1s preſent in 4 ſpiritual manner : As Cardinal 
Bellarmine largely Diſcourſes, De Exchary, L. 
I. c, 27 It may not beamiGs to ſubjoin his 
very words, Ttaq; dicimzs, Chriſtum effe in 
Euchariſtia, Vere Realiter Subſtantialirer, ſed 
non Corporaliter ( id eſt, eo Modo quo ſu3p- 
te Natura exiſtunt Corpora ) nec Seaſibiliter nec 
Mobiliter : Ima contra dict poteſt, eſſe Spiritua- 
liter, ut S, Bernardus loquitur 3 qui affirmat, is 
Sacraments exhibere nobis veram Carnis ſubſtan- 
tiam, ſed Spiritualiter, non Carnalicer. 

His Lordſhip therefore 1s greatly out, in 
pretending that the Tranſubſtantiation, as 
held by the Papiſts, 1s contradicted by Senſe, 
in an OLje of Senſe, And if we will ſpeak 
the Truch abour the Tranſubſtanciarion, 'cis 
not an Impiety, but only a Philoſophical 
Error, or Folly, The Implery conſiſts nor 
io the meer Doarine of aa: 

ug - 


As, That 


but in the Addicions made to ir. 
the Subſtantt of Bread being rhus turned into 
the Subſtance of Chriſt's Body, 1s therefore, 
and thereby 4 Propitiatory Sacrifice z offer'd 


ro God by the Pricſt, in full SarisfaQion 
for rhe Sins of rhe Dead and Living : A- 
gain, That the Subſtance of Bread being thus 
rurned into the Subſtance of rhe Lord's Body, 
which Body is (perſonally) united ro God 
the $91 ; therefore the Sacrament is God and 
Man, and muſt be worſhipped as ſuch: And 
laſtly, That ir being the Prieſt chat makes 
this miraculous Change in the Subſtance of the 
Bread, turning ir inco the Subſtance of Chriſt 
God-Man ; the Prieſt may be thereupon cal- 
led, the Maker of God, as God is the Maker 
of all other things. Theſe are the Imple- 
ries, that ought to be objected ro the Po- 
' piſh Writers ; not che ſimple Error about 
che Change of the Subſtance, which 1s meer- 
ly a Folly, and nothing more : *ris a Miſtake 
into which chey have becn cozen'd, by the 
Philoſophy of Ariſtotle. 

Bur, 2, Whereas his Lordſhip ſays, Tran- 
ſubſtanriation is no Myſtery, becauſe *tus cor- 
tradifted by Senſe, in an Objeft of Senſe ; this 
Anſwer ſuppoſes, that Senſe is an Infallible 
Evidence, 1n an Obje& of Sexſe : bur this, I 
ucterly deny. For the Senſe of Sight, for 
inſtance, repreſents the Oar in the Water 
ro be crooked ; though (*cis cerrain that) the 
Gar is ſtreight: ic talfly reports the Figures 
and Colors of Bodies, if ſuch Bodies are at 
ſome diſtance from us 3 for ir repreſents all 
Colours, at a diſtance, as dark, and Stee- 
ples and other Square Bodies as Roxnd : and 
to add no more, Senſe makes abundance of 
Falſe and Chimerical Scenes in aur ſleep ; 
for ir pretends ro exhibir ro us Perſons and 
' Things that are nor, nor ever were or can be, 

3. Tranſubſtantiation is contradicted by 
| Senſe, faith his Lordſhip, in an ObjeR of 
' Senſe; | therefore *cis a falſe Myſtery. This 
is as muthras to ſay, = a og or Power 
zidging of irs proper ObjeR, always judges 
rruly, and nd? derermine- our Belief, He 

'fay ſo, or his Reaſoning is nothing. 
'Task now, of what Facyity or Power is Al- 
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mighty God rhe Objet ? He will anfwer, 
God 1s the Obje& not of Senſe, which dif- 
cerns him not ; bur of Reaſon, which diC- 
covers, and ſees this moſt Glorious Bei 
Therefore Reaſon, by his Lordſhip's own 
Argument, judges infallibly concerning God, 
and muſt derermine our Belief abour him ; 
we muſt hearken to Reaſon, when it finds 
ContradiRions, - in what Men affirm con- 
cerning God. God being the Obje& of Rea. 
ſon, and every Faculty judging truly of irs 
proper ObjeR, as his Lordſhip contends ; thac 
cannot be true of God, which Reaſon diſ- 
claims as a ContradiQion ; as the Notion of 
a Trinity of Perſons, every one of which isa 
Perfet God, and yer all of them but One 
God. In a word ; If his Lordſhip had ſtu- 
dicd for ir all his Life-rime, he could neyer 
have given to the Socinians a greater Advan- 
rage, than 1s implied in this Anſwer of his: 
if his Anſwer is true, we are ſure the Trinity 
1s a Falſe Myſtery, as Falſe as he can pretend 
che Tranſubſtantiation is ; for 'tz contradifted 
by Reaſon, in an Objett of Re ſn. 

| When his Lordſhip pleates, he may try 
his Dexterity upon theſe Replies to his De- 
fence of Myſteries 3 bur I do not think he 
will ger more Credit and Honour in oppo- 
ſing the Uniry of God, than others have done 
before him : *tis a Truth ſo Great, ſo Illu- 
ſtrious, and ſo Neceſſary, that.no Man ever 
artacked ir, without .loſing a great part of 
his Stock of Reputation, 

| Bur I come to the Arguments, uſed by 
his Lordſhip co prove, That our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt is the moſt High God, the Creator of 
Heaven and Earth. They are ſuch, as his 
Cauſe affords ; *cis not his fault, if they are 
no better, 


1. Heſaith, p. 110, Almighty God gave to 
himſelf a peculiar Name, che name Jehovah ; 
which Name is by the Fews always tranſlated 
by we©>, which we render by Lord : there- 
fore the Writers of the New Teſtament, 
being Zews by Birth and Education, always 
calling our Bleſſed Saviour by the name 
xveG or Lord; it is impoſſible to Imagine, 

bur 
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but that they intended thereby, that he 1s 
true 7ehovah. As an Appendix to. this 
Mighty Argument, he adds art p. 113. that it 
was promiſed to the Jews, by the Prophets 
ii the Name of God, that the Glory of their 
Second Houſe (or Temple) ſhould be grea- 
ter than the Glory of the Firſt Houſe 3 and 


in the Times of this Second Houſe, I'will 


give Peace, ſaich the Lord; Haggat 2.6, 7, 
8, 9. He faith hereupon, that Fthavab 
dwelt 1n the former Houſe, in a Cloud of 
Glory ; therefore if Fthovah did not ſo dwell 
in the Perſon of our Saviour, that he became 
thereby truc God, 'tis impoſſible to make it 
apptay, that-che Glory of the ſecond Temple 


was £qual to the Glory of the firſt. This Ar-_ 


guing he callech, Building on ſure Ground, He 
adds, Þ. 117, 118, Theſe Expreſſions of the 
Apoſtles and Prophets are a moſt Groſs A- 
bufe, put on the World, if rhe Meſtas (or 
Cheri) be nor true Febovabz and the Apo- 
have incurred the Wo denounced by 
our Saviour, to thoſe Perſons, by whom Scan- 
dals come. This, I think, might well have 
been ſpared: and-ir ſerves only to ſhow, 
that carly and interefſed Prepoſicſhon, or 
Prejudice, is a Magnifying-glaſs, that makes 
Mountains of Mole-hills, or the greateſt 
Matters of meer Nothings- It was not b 
ſuch Trivial Reafonings as theſe, that his 
Lordſhip acquired that Repuration, that he 
has gained 1n the World. 

(1. ): Whereas 'tis the Foxndation, on which 
this Argument ſtands; that Jehovah is a Name 
which God bath choſen to be peculiar to biaſelf : 
his Lordſhip ought, well co have proved 
this Poſtulatun. For he knows, that 'the 
Socinians deny ir, and pretend to prove by 
divers Inſtances and Examples from Scrip- 
ture, thar the name Jebovah 15 given to di- 
vers Perſons beſides Almighty God ; to par- 
ticular Perſons, and to Commutitits, nay and 
to ſuch Places as God has honoured with his 
Preſence, or with the Preſence of Angels 
who repreſented his' Perſon. He knows 
too, without doubt, vhat divers of the moſt 
Learned Interpreters and Critics of his own 
Party, have owned on ſeveral Texs of the 
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Old Teſtament 3 that the Name Febovab 
is given in Scripture, to many more beſides 
Almighty God, both Axgels and Places, and 
Communities of Men. The Angel that appear- 
ed ro Moſes in the Burning Buſh, js called 
Zehovab, Exod, 3+ 2, 3, 4+ The City of 
Zeruſalem is called Jebovab Tjidhena, Jer, 33. 
15. He ought therefore, to haye well prov- 
ed this Ground of his whole Reaſoning ; thac 
Jehovah is 4 Name peculiar to Grd : and be- 
cauſe he hatch nor in the leaft offer'd ar char, 
but has taken for granted whar he knows 
we deny ; I wonder he ſhould call his Argu- 
ment, Building upon ſure Ground, IT acknow- 
ledg, that the Tranſtacors of our Engliſh 
Bible, that were imployed by King Zames, 
have thus rendred P/. 83, 18. Thok whoſe 
Name alone is Jehovah, art the moſt High over 
all- the Earth, Bur ſeeing theſe Tranſlators 
ſcarce made any Alrcraiion in the former 
Bible, but what rhey took front .X, : Pagiin, * 
'tis much (and wichout all Reaſon) chat up- 
on this Text they deſerted their Maſter. 
Pagnin, and after him the Engliſh Geneva 
Tranſlation, read that Text afrer this man- 
ner : Thos who art Named Jehovah, art Atone ;, * 
and the moſt Hizh over all the Earth, They 
mean, ebovah is a Being by himſelf 3 with- 
out Compalion, Like, or Equal : and 'tis he 
thac is the moſt High over all the Earth ; * 
that is, *ris he that rzleth over all the Earth, 
This is an excellent Senſe; and wholly de- 
ſtroys the Notion of a Triniry of Divine Per- 

ſons, equal in Power and Excellence, And ' 
yer to deal ingenuouſly, conſidering the Syn- 
tax and Structure of the Hebrew words, I 
do not think either of cheſe Tranſlations is 
very dextrons : that of Pagnin and the Ge- 
neva Bible, is ſomewhat AﬀeRed ; the Eng- 
liſh of our Common Bibles, was deſigned on 
purpoſe, the Tranſlators carried an Eye 
upon theſe Queſtions, that we are now con- 
fidering, The true Travflation of the Text, 
favours neither one Side nor the other ; it.is © 
certainly this : Thou whoſe Name 14 Jehovah, 
art Alone the moſt High, over all the Earth : 
L ©. Thou alone art he, or thou only are he, 
who is the ſovereign and unaccoumable Dil. 


poſer 
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poſer of all the Kingdoms and TranſaRions 
of rhe World, 

( 2.) Heſaichz Fehovah is the peculiar 
Name of God: and this Hebrew Name be- 
ing always by the Jews tranſlated by «ver, 
or Lord; the Wrirers of the New Tefſta- 
ment, who were 7ews by Birth and Education, 
in calling Jeſus Chriſt zve;G-, do intimare 
moſt cerrainly ro us, that he is the true 7e- 
heavah, 1 find, we are like to have a great 
many Jebovabs, more than his Lordſhip 
himſclt will approve of; for if this be a 
good Reaſon, he can never hinder Pontizs 
Pilate alſo, from being Jehovah; for the 
High-Prieſts, and che Phariſees, whon his 
Lordſhip will nor deny to be Jews, and 
- that both Ly Birth and Education, call Pilate 
by the Name xye:@r, Mat. 27, 63. Sir, 
( in che Greek 'ris xve:C- ) we rememb:r that 
Deceiver ſaid, while he was yet alive, After 
three Days I will riſe again. Command there- 


fore that the Sepulchre be made ſue, mntil the 
third Day. The very Truth is, the word 
Kve:@r, which his Lordſhip ſays was by the 
Jews appropriated ro God, as rhe moſt pro- 


r Word to anſwer the Name Febovah; I 
ſay that Word was uſed by the jews, borh 
in Speaking and Writing, to anſwer ro the 
Engliſh words Maſter and Sir : And they did 
nor only, not appropriate it, ro God, bur 
uſed ir to Pcrſcns of a very low Quality. 
Thus, we find otie of rhe Diſciples accoft- 
ing no higher Perſon chan a Gardiner, wich 
rhe Title xve:©-, John 20. 15. Sir, (in 
rhe Greek xve,G- ) 3f thou haſt removed bim 
from bence, tell me where thou haſt laid bim. 

(3-) He faith, "tis impoſſible to imagine, 
that che Glory of the Second Temple, 
ſhould be greater chan the Glory of che Firſt 
Temple 3 if Jehovah did nor fo dwell in Je- 
ſus Chriſt, chat he became thercby truly 7e- 
bovah : For *tis-certain, God: honoured the 
Firſt Temple with a Cloxd of Glory, in which 
was the Majeſty of God, He quores Hag- 
gai 2. 6, 95,8, 9. where that Prophet fore- 
rels, as his Lordſhip ſairh, that God would 
fill che Second Houſe ( or Temple ) with his 
Glory : And that this Glory ſhould be grea- 
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rer, than the Glory in the Former, Houſe, 
He faith further, God made the Glory 
which inhabiced che Second Houſe, to be 
greater than the Glory in the Firſt Houſe; 
becauſe in the Firſt Houſe, God appeared 
to them only in 4 Cloud of Glory, which 
Cloud was nothing but a Maſs of meer Mat- 
ter; bur jn the Second Temple hecame to 
them in the Body and Soul of Jeſus Chriſt, 
and a Soul is a perfe&er ſort of Being, than 
meer Matter : fo that thus it was truly ful- 
filled whar rhe Prophet had ſaid, that God 
would ſo fill the Second Houſe with his 
Glory, that the Glory ſhould be greater than 
the Glory in che Firft Houſe, I hope, his 
Lordſhip did nor defignedly, bur he has ad- 
ded rhe word hz ro the Text of the Pro- 
pher; which word, if taken away, this 
whole ( Chimerical ) Comment falls ro 
the Ground. He repreſents the Prophet as 
ſaying, that God would fill che Second Tem- 
ple with bi Glory; as if the Prophet in« 
cended to allude to the Clond of Glory which 
ſomerimes appeared in the Firſt Temple, 
and in which ( Cloud ) the Majeſty of God 
was ſuppoſed to be : Bur the Propher ſays 
no ſuch thing; and it appears, with Cer- 
rainty, that it was not in his Thoughrs. The 
Prophet faich only, the Lord will fill this 
Houſe with Gly,” and the Glory of this lat- 
zer Houſe ſhall be greater than the Glory of 
the fornftr Houſe. Of which words, the 
obvious and certain Meaning is this ; where- 
as we have built ſuch a Houſe ro God, as our 
preſent Straies and Poverty will allow : 
All Gold and Silver are the Lord's, and he 
i1ll in due time cauſe this Houſe ro be more' 
Glorious and Magnificent, than the firſt Houſe 
( built by Solomon ) was. The Queſtion 
now 153 How, and when this Prophecy was 
fulalled ? His Lordſhip anſwers, *tis impoſſible 
to imagine, how it ſhould be fulfilled, bur on- 
ly 1n the Perſon of our Saviour; in whom 
the Glorious Majeſty of God dwelt Budily, 
or ſo as to be one Perſon wich him. We, on 
the contrary, cannot imagine how this (ſup- 
poſing it to be Poſlible, and True ) ſhould 
make the Second Temple a whit more Glo- 

rious, 
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#ious, than of ir (elf ir was : rhe Temple 
had no more Glory, by the Glory of our 
Saviour, than any other Houſe or Place, ro 
which he reſorted.. - Beſides which, his 
ip knows well, that our Saviour never 
entered into that Temple, none bur the Prieſts 
could enter into the Temple. When our 
Saviour,. or- other Lay- Perſons, are ſaid to 
enter inro the Temp!e; His Lordſhip knows 
very well, that rhe meaning is, inro one of 
the Courts or Yards of the Temple, where 
the People prayed, and where Sacrifices 
were fold and offered, The Kings them- 
ſelves never entered into the Temple ; none 
bur the Prieſts entered there, to light the 
Candles, ſer rhe Shew-bread, burn the In- 
cenſe, ſprinkle ſome Drops of the Blood of 
their Sacrifices. Therefore concerning that 
Prophecy, that the Glory of che Second 
Houſe, d be gyearer than the Magnift- 
cence or Glory of the Firſt : We: Anſwer, 
wich all che Hiſtorians of che Jewiſh Nartt- 
on, that it was fulfilled, by King Hed, 
ſurnamed the Great, This Prince rebuilr the 
Second Temple, with ſuch ample Space: 
and ſuch admirable ArchireQure, that 1c 
was confeſs'd by All, far to excel rhe Tem- 
ple built by Solomon, here called the Firſt 


Houſe, or Temple. 


2. Bur he inſiſts with yer more Earneſt- 
neſs, as ( were the thing True ) well he 
may, on another Confiderationz even the 
Divine Worſhip payed, or commanded to be 
paid, tro our Sayiour, in the Books of che 
New Teſtament, He faich, 'Tis a Charge 
often renewed to us inthe New Teſtamenc, 
to worſhip God only ; yer at the ſame time 
we find, that All the FA of Adoration by 
which we worſhip God, are alſo pe 
co Chriſt ; from whence ir will follow, char 
either he is true God, or the Chriſtian Reli. 


jon ſets up 1dolatry 3 .ro deſtroy which, was 
4 confeſſedly ) irs chief Deſign. The ARs 
of Worſhip, which he finds performed ro 


the Lord Chriſt, are theſe. That Grace, 
and Mercy, and Peace, are prayed for from 
him, to all the Churches, That this Phraſe 
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rformed 


is aſed concerning him, Glory be-to bi for 
tutr and ever, That all in Heaven and Earch 
muſt Confeſs him, Bow before him 3 
the very Angels are commanded td wor- 
ſhip him. He faith, theſe things cannot be 
excuſed, b tending, that "Qirift being 
God's Am , therefore ſuch grear 
ReſpeRs are performed rtq him; for the 
Angels have often been ſent on Divine De- 
purations, and yer never were worſhipped, 
but refuſed ro be worſhipped. Further- 
more, it as the Socinians prerend, the A- 
poſtles had worſhipped a Deified Man, or a 
Man that was made a God, the Jews would 
moſt certainly have accuſed them of 11ola- 
try; and this would have been the main Plea 
they would have uſed againſt Chriſtianiry : 
Buc we ſee, by the Scripture-Hiſtory, the 
Jews never objeed Idolarry to the Apo- 
ſiles,” or ro other Chriſtians. The Reaſon 
therefore, why the Jews did nor accuſe 
tte Apoſiles of Idolacry, was, becauſe 
they knew very well, that they worſhip- 
Chriſt on the Account of che In- 
dwelling of the Eternal WORD in him : and 
hw knew, that their Fathers had worſhi 


- the Cloud of Glory, _— of God's 
reſting upon it, He concludes, char n 
theſe Reaſons, we may well and 7 


de- 
rermine, that Chriſt was: truly boch God 
and Man. And he faich, that he cannoc 
tell whar ro think of thoſe Underſtandings, 
which, on the one fide, cannot believe 
any thing concerning che Divine Nature, if 
ic agrees not with their own Norions: And 
yer, on the orher fide, can ſwallow down 
Jo vaſt an Abjurdity as this 3 that the ſame 
Atts in which we adore God, ſhall be at the 
ſame time offered to a Creature. | 

Let us begin at che Foot of this long Ac- 
count. 

(1.) He faich, that the ſame Ads in 
which we Adore God, ſhould art che ſame 
time be Offer'd ro a Creature, is 2 vaſt 4b- 
ſurdity. Bur his Lordſhip is guilcy of a much 
Viſter Inaduertence ; as he himſelf will be 
obliged to confeſs, fo ſoon as ever he caſts 
his Eyes on the __ Texts ; 1 Chron, 


js 
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29. 20, All the Congregation Bleſtd the Lord 
God of their Fathers; and Bowing their Heads, 
;pped the Lord and the King, He will nor 
be able ro deny, 'thar at the ſame Time, and in 
the ſame AF, -namely by Incurvation, or 
Bowing the Body and Head, they worſhipped 
God and the King. Neither was this Wor- 
ſhipping che Lord and the King together, 
and in the ſame AR, 1dolatry : becauſe ir 1s 
not the External A&t, which makes the Idc- 
hery z bur the Mind or Intention with which 
it is done. The People Worthipped (or 
Bowed to) God, as God and to their King, 
not as God, but only as rheir King, Whar 
AR of Religious Worſhip can be higher chan, 
or ſo much as equal co, a» Adjuration ? yer 
we ſhall find no lefs Perſon thanan Apoſtle, 
joining Creatures with God, in this AR: 
1 Tim. e£.21. I charge thee before God, and the 
Lord Fejus Chriſt, and the Elect Angels, Verba 
funt Adjurantis & Obteſtancis, they are Woyd's 
of Adjuration, faith Eftivs in 1, Nor is it 
queſtioned by any Interpreter, that I know 
of, To Belitve in God, and to Fear him, 
are As of Adoration acknowledged by his 
Lordſhip himſclfz yer *y gow — Ads 
performed, jointly ro God and his Propners : 
x Sam. +2. '8. Ti People greatly Feared the 
Lord, and Samuel. Exod. 14. 31. The Peo- 
ple Believed in the Lord, and in his Servant 
Moſes. Indeed in this laſt Text, the Engliſh 
Tranſlators have ſuppreſſed the ſmall Par- 
ticle in; for whar Cauſe, every Body ſees : 
bur his Lordſhip knows, *ris expreſſed in the 
original Hebrew 3 and by the Interlineary, 
which ſtri&ly follows the Hebrew Texr, 

In ſhort ; We ſay, rhe ſame outward Ads 
of Worſhip are given, at the ſame Time, to 
God and thoſe who repreſent him, either 
as Prophets or Kings ; without any Idola- 
ery : becauſe though the As are defigned 
ro Both, at the ſame time z yer with a diffe- 
rene Intention. They are performed to 
God, as God 3 which is to fay, as the Au- 
chor of our Beirgs and Comforts, and as 
fupream over All : but to Kings and Pro- 
' phers, only as Perfons whom God has ap- 
pointed, cirher eo. exercite bis Authority, or 


tro declare his Laws and Will ; during his 
Pleaſure, * 

(2.) Whereas he has a Large Diſcourſe, 
to chis effeR ; that the Jews would (very 
plaufibly) have accuſed the Apoſtles, and 
firſt Chriſtians, of 1dolatry; if, as the So- 
cinians pretend, they had worſhipped-4 
Deifred Man, or a Man made God : there 
are abundance of exceptionable Things in 
char Diſcourſe of his Lordſhip, co which F 
have ncither Leiſure, nor Inclinition to re- 
ply, as ſome other (perhaps) would; I 
fhall rherefore anſwer, in ſhore, only whar 
1s the Truch of the Cafe, The Soctnjans 
do nor pretend, as is fo ofcen cliarged on 
them, that che Lord Chriſt is a Deified Man, 
or a Man made God : they believe him to 
be ſtill a very Man, as he was upon Earch, 
They aſcribe to him, none of the Properties 
or Attributes of che Divine Nature 3 Omni- 
preſence, Omniſcience, Omniporence : they 
only ſay theſes, Two rhings, which che Scrip- 
tures alſo (expreſly) ſay. 1. That he is 
the Interceflor berween God and Men, He 
ever liverh, ſaith the Apoſtle, to mabe Intey- 
ceſſon jor 5s, Heb. 75. 25, And ris -very 
doubrful wich us, whether this Interceſffion 
be Particular, that 1s for Particular Men, 
and their Particular Occaſtons 3 - or only # 
General Mediation for All, by the Meric of 
his Services and Sufferings, Bur if his Inrer- 
eefſion is for Particular Men, and their Par- 
ticular Wants : yet neicher We, nor our 
Diſtreſſes or Prayers, can be known to a 
Man in Heaven, but only by the Revelation 
of God to him; as by the-ſame Revelation 
he may alſo know things to come, as the Pro- 
phers did: Rev, 1. 1, The Revtlation of Feſus 
Chriſt, which God gavetobim, 2, He 1s alfo, 
as the Apoſtle ſpeaks, made Head over all 
things, to the Church, Epheſ, 1. 22, Which 
we underſtand thus ; chathe is the Church's 
Teacher, and Law-givir ; and thar he Pro- 
refs, and alſo DireAs the Church, as it 
pleaſes God to order from time to time 3 
by the Miniſtry and-[ntervenrion of the Holy 
Angels, who ave Miniſtring Spirits ſent forth, 
to miniſter to-thoſe, who are Heirs of Salvation, 
Heb, 1.14. His. 


His Lordſhip will never he able to ſhow, 
that this DoArine makes a Man to be God, 
or (as he ſpeaks) Deifies a Man : it makes 
him only the Miniſter of God 3 and that 
alſo, in no greater or higher Degree or 
Sphere, than a Humane Nawre is capable 
of, Bur I very juſtly and truly retort chis 
Charge of his Lordſhip againſt che Socini- 
ans, that they ſer up a Drified Man; againſt 
the far greater number of the Trinitarians : 
for they aſcribe to the KHumane Nature of 
Chriſt, or to Chriſt as Man, the Artribures 
and Properties of the Divine Nature, He 
knows, wirhout doubt, that a# the Roman 
Catholics affirm, that the Humane Nature of 
Chriſt (and not only the Perſon of the Son 
in that Nature) is Omniſcient ; and all the Zu- 
therans contend, that his Humanity is Omni - 
preſent : which in very deed, is ro make a 
Man to be God, or 4 Drified Man. 

(3.) He urges us with ir, that this Phraſe 
15 uted concerning our Saviour 3 Glory be to 
bim, for ever and ever : and that All in Heaven 
and Earth, muſt Bow to him; the very An- 
gels muſt Worſhip him, 

He faith, Glory is wiſhed to our Saviour, 
for ever and ever, Buthe will not deny, that 
Glory, and Honour, are Equivalent Terms ; 
one ſignifies as much as the other, and the 
original Greek Word might have becn ren- 
dred by eirhcr of chem Indifferencly : nor 
will he prererd, that for ever and evir implies 
more, than a ſingle for-ever, Therefore, 
whereas he chinks 1t ſo great a marter, thar 
Homour 1s wiſhed ro our Saviour ſor ever : I 
ſee nor, what Hurt there were 1n it, if I 
wiſhed as much to his Lordſhip. T ſhall nor 


fear ro be reckuned an 1delater, for wiſhing 


to his Lordſhip peypttual Honour, or Honour 
for ever. The Prophet Dam?! complemencs 
a Heathen Prince, with an 0 King live for 
ever, Dan. 6. 21. Idonort think, he would 
have ſcrupled co ſay, O King, I wiſh thee 
. Glory for ever, In very deed, his Lordſhip 


1s the Firſt that ever pretended, to ſqueez 
Divinity from a (mecr, ard ordinary) Eu- 


logy. 
Bur all muſs Bow to our Saviour , the very 
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Angels muſt Worſhip bim. Bug will his Lord- 
ſhip prove to me, that they Bow to him, 
or Worlhip him, as God 3 or as owning him 
ro be God. For we have (cen bur juſt now, 
that all che Congregation of 124! workkip- 
ped their King. Not only fo, bur Supert- 
ours in ſome Caſes, worſhip their Inferi- 
ours; as the Husband his Wife, when he 
eſpouſes her ; and Kings ſaluce their Sub- 
jets. To worſhip another, often ſignifies 
no more, than to ſaluce them, by Bowing, 
or ſuch like 3 which Superiours do to Infe- 
riours. *Tis therefore ſo far from being an 
Argument, thar our Saviour is God, becauſe 
(ſome ſort of ) Worſhip is payed to him 
that if he has nothing elſe for ic, it will not 
prove, that our Saviour is any way Suptriour 
ro.them. Bur I have Gaid fo much of this, 
at Page. 49 and 50, of the Anſwer co Mr. 
Milbourn ; that cill I fee ir ſarisfied, I need 
ro add no more, 

(4-) The laft rbing, in this 24 ObjeQion 
of his Lordſhip, is 3 Thar Grace, Mercy, 
and Peace are prayed for, from the Lord 
Chriſt, We confcfs itz but ler bim alſo con- 
fefs, rhar they are alſo prayed for from ocher 
Creatures, from the Angels of the Preſence, as 
Divines have called them. Rev. I. 4, Grace 
be unto you, and. Peace z from bim which Is, and 
which Was, and is to Come : and from the ſeven 
Spirits that are bejore bis Throne z aud from 

eſus Chriſt, . 

Theſe Bleflings, Grace and Peace to the 
Churches, are prayed for z from God, as 
the original Fountain, and Giver, of ery 
good and perfeft Gift : from the ſeven ow 
of the Preſence, and from the Lord Chriſt, as 
Interceſſors with God for theſe his Mercies, 
for the Churches, Bur this Incerceſhon is 
only in general, for all the Churches, and 
for all Mankind : not for particular Perſons, 
from a particular Knowledg of their Wants, 
Defires, or Prayers, Which are known to 
God ouly 3 not to Ochers: or if to others, 
only by God's Reyelation ro them. And for 
this Reaſon z though they are Interceflors 
with God for us, yer we cannot fray to 
them: we can pray only to God, he only 

D 2 being 


being All-knowing ; becauſe he only is Om- 
nipreſent, We may Tiſh to. one another 
Grace and Peace from God, and from our 
Intercifſors with him ; but we can pray bur 
only ro God : becauſe he only perfectly 
knows what our Srate, Condition, or De- 
ſerts are, or when ic is that we pray to him; 
they intercede bur in general, as we our 
ſelves do for all the Faichfal, though un- 
known to us. 

It will be faid here; but this Account ſup- 
poſes, that there are more Mediators with 
God, befides the Lord Chriſt: which is con- 
trary to St. Paul, who faith expreſly, There 
is one God, and one Mediator between God and 
Men, the Man Feſus Chriſt, who gave bimſelſ 
a Ranſom for All, 1 Tim. 2. 5,6. I anſwer; 
By a Mediator 1n that Text, is not meant as 
Interceſſor 3 as if there were but one Incer- 
ceſfor either in Heaven or Earth, or bur 
one who Prays or Intercedes for Grace and 
Mercy for the Church on Earth, For *ris 
certain, that in the Senſe of Interceſſuon, the 
whole Church Triamphant is a Mediatrix (or 
Mediates) for the Church Militant upon 
Earth. The Blefled Angels, avd the Souls 
of Fuſt Men made Perfef, intercede for us ; 
- who are ſtill labouring under Griefs and 
Temprations : nor is there any Learned Man, 
of whatever Se& or Perſwafijon, I know of, 
that doubrs of xs. Bur by a Mediator tn thar 
Text, is meant ſuch a Mediator as the Apo- 
file elſewhere ſpeaks of, when he fairh con- 
cerning the Law; It was gruen by Angels, in 
the Hand of a Mediator, Gal. 3. 19. thar is, 

delivered the Law immediately from 
God, bur yer they ſpoke bur a very little 
parr-of it to the —_ of Iratl; they de- 
hvered the Law to that People by the Me- 
diation, chart is, by the Intervention of Moſes : 
they delivered it to Moſes, and he ro Ifart. 
In this very Senſe and ReſpeR, the Lord 
Chriſt is expreſly called (by the Author ro 
the Hebrews the Mediator of the New Covt- 


nant, Heb. 12. 24. and the Mediator of the 
Better Covenant, or Teſtament, Heb, 8. 6. 
For the undoubted Meaning of thoſe Texts, 
Ss; Jeſus Chriſt is the Bringer or Meſſenger of 
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the New Covenant, from God to-Men 3 God 
giveth us the New Covenant or Teſtament, 
by the Intervention, Mediation, or Hand of 
Jeſus Chriſt, The Senſe therefore of the 
Objeed Text, 1s this 3 © Ler Prayers and 
« Supplicarfors be made for al Men; for 
© as rhere is one God who willech rhe Sal- 
« vation of All, becauſe he is equally the 
*« Father of Al: (o there is one Intervening 
« Perſon, the Mediator or Bringer of the 
« Goſpel ; Jeſus Chriſt who offer'd kimſelf 
© 2 Ranſom for All. 

Interpreters might eaſily have ſeen, that 
this was the Meaning of that Text 3. becauſe 
itisa very valid Reaſon, why Prayer ſhould 
be made for Al, which is the thing the A- 
poſtle is there arguing for : and becauſe the 
word ue5irys, properly ſignifies one by whoſe 
Intervention, 4 [9908 or other Diſpatch is de« 
livered ; and accordingly, in the Lexicons ic 
is rendred by the Latin word Internuntius, a: 
Meſſenger... In a word, I ſay ; we have ma» 
ny Mediators with God, in the Senſe of In- 
terceſſion or Praying for us ; namely, firſt 
all the Faithſul on Earth, then all the Bleſſed 
in Heaven, whether Saints or Angels: but 
there is but one, even the Lord Chriſt, who 
is the Mediator of the New Covenant; that. is, 
by whoſe Incervencion, Mediation, or Hand, 
Mankind hath received the Goſpel, from 
God the Aurhor of it. 


Lag 


3- In thenexr place, his Lordſhip would 
eſtabliſh che Divinity of Chriſt, by ſome 
Texrs of Holy Scripture. He hath only ci- 
red them, wichour enlarging or criricifing 
upon them : therefore for Anſwer, I refer 
my ſelf to che Brief Hiſtory of the Unitari- 
ans, and to the more full Account of them, 
in my Anſwer to Mr, Mithourn. 

- But whereas he ſays, they are ſo clear for 
his Purpoſe, and ſo many, that he that reads 
them, and yer will nor acknowledg the Di-. 
vinity of our Sayiour, cannot bur feel, that” 
he is wreſtling againſt the whole Current. of the 
New Teſtament : 1 will intreat him to do bur 
this one ( fair ) thing, in the next Edition 
of his Book; and I: will thereupon engage, 
that 


chat the Socinians ſhall never more reply 
to him. Lec him inſert again theſe Texts 
into his Book, and with, them the Trarſla- 
tions, and Interpretations of them, by the 
Ablcſt Critics of liis own Pazty: and after 
thar, let me hear him tell his Reader, thar to 
deny. the Divinicy of Chriſt, is to wreſtle a- 
gainſt the whole Current of Scripture, He will 
( afſuredly ) be aſhamed of ſuch Rbetorica- 
ti2ns; he will have more Reverence, for 
the Cenſure that every Reader would pals 
on his Confidence, 

Ler him but ſay, for Inſtance, -on the firſt 
Text ( Col, 1. 16.) by him quoted, by 
Chriſt were all things Created, that art in Hta- 
wen, and that art in Earth : Let him ſay, how 
many Interpreters and Crirics of his own 
Party render chat Text, by Chriſt were all 
things ( nor Created, but ) Modelled, Ler 
him tell the Reader, how many Fathers, and 
among them Athanaſeus, and how many Mo- 
derns, underſtand that Text 3 as ſpeaking 
not of the Old Creation, or the Creation of 
Heaven and Earth ; bur of the New Creation, 
or the Modelling of Things 3 thar 1s, the 
Change that has been made in the World 
by the Lord Chriſt, Paganiſm and Idolarry 
being aboliſh'd upon Earth, and in Heaven 
the Angels themſelves pur under a new 
Chief or Head, 

We are often told by our Oppoſers, that 
the Scriptures are Clear on their Side 3 and 
that the very Current of the Bible is for 'em, 
Bur the meaning of this, is only thus much ; 
that they have- been able to contrive 4 Tram 
ſtation, fram very Corrupt Copies of the Greek, 
that iz ſome meaſure may ſeem to ſome, to fa- 
vour their Pretences, Why do they notac- 
quaint the Reader, if they meant ſincerely, 
that moſt of. che Texts by them alledged, 
were wanting in the Copics of the Bible 
uſed by the Fathers ;.and in the moſt An- 
tiem Copies yer remaining 3 and that for 
the reſt, they have ſo Tranſlated. *em in 
the Bibles that are given our to the Peo- 

e, that their own Crirics give Unconteſta- 

le. Reaſons againſt choſe Tranſlations. Let 


us.take. an Inſtance of both kinds. We are 


(29) 


rold by the Party thar calls ic ſelf the Cathe- 
lick Chwch, that theſe here following, are 
words of Sr. John in his General Epiſtle, 
There afe Three that bear Record in Heaven, the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Gboſt , 2nd theſe 
Three are One, 1 John 5. 59. His Lordſhip 
would have done a Generous Thing, if he 
had vouchſafed conform the ( poor gwiP4 ) 
Engliſh Reader, / that in very deed, this 
Text was Unknown to the Fathers, who 
treated of theſe Queſtions againſt the An- 
riene Unitarizns. And thar as late as Eraſ- 
mus, there was but one Greek Copy to be 
found in all England, that had 1a ir this 


* Verſe. And finally, after all, ſuppoſing it 


were a Genuine Part of Holy Scripture, 
yer the Engliſh Genevs Bible owns; thar the 
meaning is not, theſe Three are One God, 
but theſe Three are One in thiir Teſtinony 3 
becauſe they are here conſidered as Witne/- 
ſes, or as bearing Record. Ler anorher- In- 
ſtance of the Fair Dealing of our Oppo» 
ſers in theſe Queſtions, be in Rom. g. 5. 
Of whom, as concerning the Fleſh, Chriſt came ; 
who is over all, God bleſſed for tver. Is ic 
certain, or but probable among their. own 
Critics, that *rwas the A 's Invention, 
to fay here, that che Lord Chriſt is God over 
all, bleſſed for ever ? Let us but ſee what H.. 
Groties has nored on this Texr. He obſerves, 
chart the Greek Copies uſed by the. Author of 
che Syriac, which is the moſt Anrienc uf 
the Oriental Tranſlations, had noc the word 
God ; .they only ſay of our Saviour here, 
the bleſſed over All, The ſame. Illaſtrious In- 
terpreter obſerves ſurther, that Eraſmus has 
nored, that the Copies of St. Cyprian, Se. 
Hilary, and St. Chyyſoſtom, had only the Bleſ- 
ſed over All, above All, wichout- the word 
God. But now allowing, that the word God 
were rightly read in this Text,. yet two the 
moſt Eminent Critics, and Principal Maſters . 
of the Greek Tongue, have noted that Se. 
Paul's. words ſhould have been pointed, and : 
read, after this manner : Of whom, as con- 
cerning the Fleſb; Chriſt is come ; the God over 
all be Bleſſed jor tuer, Amen. So Eraſmus and 
Curcellzis Tranflace here, According to this 
rendring, 


ing, our Saviour is: not here called God 
over All : bur the Apoſtle gives thanks ro God 
over All, for iis Unſpeakable Gifr, our Lord 
. Chriſt. 

His Lordſhip is nor ignorant, that as 
Much may. be (aid, 'on all the Texrs by him 
cited, for rhe Diviniry of our Saviour. 
Therefore, I fay, in his nexe Edition ; 
when he cires his Texts by whole-ſale, and 
objes ro us the Current of Scripture : lerhim 
bur give his Reader the Hiſtory, of thoſe Texts ; 
how they are read, and how they have been 
Tranſlated, by rhe moſt Eminent Inrerpre- 
ters of his own Party; and we promiſe him 
ro be Silenr. 
Anſwers, or Defences ; if there were but an 
Honeſt Edirion of the Bible: thar is ro ſay, 
an Edirion that ſhould favour neirher Par- 
ry 3 but only ſhould have in the Margin, the 
Readings of Antient Copies of the Hebrew and 
Greek, and the Tranſlations by Famous Critics 

 #nd Interpreters; not of ours, "bur of the Tri- 
nirarian Party, Bur this would 'raze the 
very Foundations of Babylon 3 it would make 
Divines, of our very Common People : And 
ſome are afraid, that after ſuch a Service, 
there would be no more uſe of them intheſe 
Matters. Yet \were jt nor better to do'iths 
than to be fo juſtly /Uphraided, wich che 
( Diſhoneſt) nor doing it ? How long, do 
they think, will it ſecure their Cauſe 3 thar 
chey combat us wirh Texts, either wholly 
of their own Deviſing, and Unknown to 
the Anrienes, or groſly and notoriouf]y per- 
verred in the Tranſlation of them? The 
Texts alledged by the Unirarians, are all 
of unconteſted undoubred Veriry ; borh as 
ro the Reading, and the Tranſlations of 
them: We have ro Reſormed Bibles, none 
that have been Corredtted, ro ſpeak the Do- 
Arinesof the Church ; racher than ofche Go- 
ſpel. Bur 'ris above Twelve hundred Years, 
that Ochers have been Modelling rhe Com- 
mon Bibles, by the Do&trines and Articles 
of our Holy Mother che Church : Ler us hear 
one of their own Hiſtorians, a Great 
ſer of rhe Unitarians z St. Epipbazius, who 
wrote above One Thouſand aad cowo Hun- 


(30) 


There will be no need of or” 


dred Years fince. I had rather, rhat the 
Reader ſhould be informed of this Marter, 
inche words of the moſt Famous Critic of 
this Age; than in- mine: his ' words are 
theſe. * St. Epiphanivzs, who quotes theſe 
* words, obſerves ; that they are found'in the 
* . Copies that have not been Correfted. And by 
* rhis he informs us, that the Grecians have 
*©.raken the Liberty, to Corre& their Co- 
« pics; and to tabe away from 'em, that which 
* did not pleaſe them, The Orthodox, faith 
* this Father, have Retrenched theſe words. 
F. Simon. Crit. Hiſt. of the New Tiſt, p. 111, 
112, The Place in Epiphanizs, ro which he 
refers, and quotes the words, is Ancor. n. 31. 
This bad Zeal of ſome of the Antients, hath 
created agreat Trouble, to Modern Critics : 
who, to reſtore che true and firſt Readings 
of the Bible, arc conſtrained to obſerve vye- 
ry carefully all Citations of Scripture by 
the Fathers, eſpecially che moſt Antient ; 
and the Readings of ſome Antient Copies 
ſtill remaining, whereof ſome are held to 
be near Fourreen hundred Years Old. F. 
Simon takes a great deal of pains, in divers 
places of his Works; to eſtabliſh fome 
Rule of Criciciſm, whereby to judg of True 
and Falſe Readings; ar lengch he faith : 
When the Antienr and Preſent Copies or 
Readings Differ, the beſt Rule by which to 
zadg, 4s rhat of Sr. Hilary; namely to con- 
{ider, which of rhe Readings are founded 
on Reaſon, on Hiſtory, and on Authority, The 
Copy, ſaich he, wherein theſe things do 
meer, ſhall be che Antiert and True Read- 
ing; whecher ir be found in Old Manu- 
ſcripts, or in the printed Books. Crit, Hiſt. 
Part 2. p.122. Will our Oppoſers ſubmit 
the Texts, controverced berwcen them and 
us, to this Rule : Shall we judg of the Ve- 
rity of che Texts, which they ObjeR, and 
we deny to be Parts of. Holy Scripcure 3 
by che agreeableneſs of thoſe Texts to Rea- 
fon, and ro Hiſtory and Authority ? Is ir not 
Evident to all the World, that thoſe Texts 
imply a Doctrine, moſt contrary ro Reaſon; 
which, ſay they, in this Caſe and Queſtion, 
muſt ſubmir ro Revelation : meaving thereby, 
the 


the Revelation made, not to the Evangeliſts 
and Apoſiles; bur to the Corredfors and Re- 
formers of our Bibles ? And is it not as Evident, 
thar theſe Texts are contrary to Authority and 
Hiſtory 3 when 'tis confeft by All, that the 
Church for the firſt Three red Years 
aker Chriſt, had no other Creed bur the 
Apoſtles? Which. our ( moſt Bigotred ) 

ſers have never darcd to: deny, ro be 
wholly Unicarian 3 thac is, owning hut one 
Divine Perſon, even the Farher, and fpeak- 
ing of our Saviour as 4 Man only; and final- 
ly faying no more of the Holy Ghoſt, than of 
the Holy Catholic Church. 

From P. 134. He begins to diſcourſe of 
the Satisfadtion, made by the Lord Chrift 
for the Sins of Mankind, by the Oblatien 
and Sacrifice of himſelf, upon the Croſs : 
becauſe this is a Do&rine that has a Con- 
nexion, with the Do&rine of the Trinity, and 
the Divinity of our Saviour, I willnot med- 
dle with the ( Upcancluding ) Reaſonings, 
that his Lordſhip ſomerimes uſes 3 it will be 
ſufficicur ro take notice, that neicher the 
Biſhop of Worceſter, nor his Lordſhip, have 
read the Books of the Socinians upon this 
Queſtion; for they have: wholly miſtaken 
the Stare- of the Queſtion, between the 
Church and Us. - They ſuppoſe rhe Queſii- 
onto.be, Whether the Lord Chriſt was as 
Expiatory and. Propitiatory Sacrifice for rhe Sins 
of Mankind 3 and thereupon they (et rhem- 
ſelves the Task, of Proving what was never 
Denied by any, that the Lord Chriſt was 
S acrificium Piaculare, an Expiatory Sacrifice 
for Sin, 

His Lordſhip gives three Accounts, of the 
Satisfaftion by the Lord Chriſt. The firſt is 
that of the Mertaphyfirians, School-men, Sy- 
ſtemarics, and orhcr Writers of Controver- 
ſy : of this, he inctimares his Diſhkez and 
diſpures againſt ir, at p. 135, 136. Hear- 
pues againſt ir, very remperately and mo- 
* deſtly 5 but he ſhould have wholly torbore, 
For *cis moſt certainly rhe DodArine of the 
Catholic Church z as our Oppoſers call chem- 
ſelves : and tis Defeive in nothing, 1 mean 
in Point of Orchodoxy 3 ſaving rhar his 
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Lordſhip hath related ir imperfe&ly, or 
limiced i coo much, The ſecond, accord- 
ing co hls Lordſhip, is an Account of rhe 
Untanan Bchet concerning the SatisfaQi- 
on. Bur he miſtakes; ingiving only ſome 
Part of our Doctrine, for the Whole : We 
acknowledg thoſe Ends of the Deaths of 
Chriſt, which his Lordſhip mentions; bur 
we-aflign alſo. many more, and- particularly 
this, thac Chriſt died. 10 Expiate the Sins of 
Mankind, The third Account 15, what his 
Loedihip Believes, in this Marrer ; and he 
brings it 10, witha We Believe + By which, I 
ſuppote, ts meant, that ſo his Lordſhip and 
the Church Relieve. Bur, he was never 
more our, 1n relating. the Church's Do- 
drine: 'ris the very Dodtrine of the Soci- 
nians, which they have owned from che 
beginning, in all their Books; and agaioſt 
which, ſo much is wrirren. *Tis this; 
** That the Lord Chriſt was Loaded with 
*© all che IlLuſage, that Malicious Men could 
* Invent 3 that, he ſuffered Unexprefiivle 
« Agonics bath ig his Mind and Body, and 
* laſt of all was Cructfied : And that is al 
« this, he willingly Offered himſelf ro Su 
& fer, on our Account, Which was ſo 4c- 
«* cepted. by God, chat He raiſed him from 
** the Dead, and gave to him ( even as Ht 
* #& Man) all Power both in Heaven and 
* Earch, with reſpeR to the Church; and 
* alſo Qiers-w the World Pardon of Sin, 
** onche Condicions of Fairh, and Newneſs 
* of Life. P. 133, 134- 

The Socinians have ever profeſſed all 
tiusz bur it doch not arisfy che Church: 
We mult ſay much more; or be Delivered to 
Satan, To omit Ocher, as Bad things, we 
muſt ſay; that che Sacrifice of Chriſt was 
an Equivalent, in the Scales of the Divine 
Za{tice, for all the [nfinice Puniſhments, duc 
by che Divine Law, to all the particular 
Sinners that ever have been, or ſhall be. 
Bur we cannot ſay this 3. his Lordſhip him- 
ſelf C profefſedly ) Diſlikes ir, and Argues 
agalnit jr, He denies, P. 135. that the 
aas of Chriſt, cth6 they were of Infinite 
Value, which yer he doth uot fay that they 
were, 
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to al! thoſe Guilrs and 


is-a Reaſoning, 'or Computation, that '1s 
indeed ſelf-evident; and his Lordſhip urged 
-3r, becauſe ir was im le, a Man of Senſe 
could avoid. the Evi of it. And there- 


fore in. giving his Opinion :concerning the 
SatisfaRion, by -rhe Lord Chriſt 3 he doth 


not. ſay, with others of his Party, that it 


was 4 ftrict or plenary Satisfattion, bur only 
that Apo it. This is ro ſay, | the 
Sacrifice. of Chrift was not tendred, to the 
Zuſtice of God, as an Equivalent, Amends, or 
jon; but ro his Mercy, as a Suppli- 
cation, and as ſuch Accepted. - And this, the 
Socinians not only grant; bur contend for. 
In brief, were the Queſtions about the Tri- 
ity, and che Divinity of our Saviour, ad- 
juſted : there would be no longer a Diſpute, 
abour che Sarisfation z as his Lordſhip hath 
ſtared. it. 
. Nor, to ſay truce, have we a Controverſy 
with bim ; about the two former Queſtions, 
For, 1, He concents himſelf ro ſay, the Three ; 
and when he ſays moſt, the Holy Three : dil- 
claiming (expreſly) the word Perſoxs; in 
rhe Senſe, ſays he, that 'ris commonly taken. 
As for. any new and uncommon Senfe, ir 
would make Hereſy. Now what is this, bur 
4 Negative Faith 3 or a Belief of Nothing ? 
For to tell us of the Three, or the Holy Three ; 
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were, can be underſtood to correſpond to a 
.great many Infinice Guiirs, or Infinice Pu- 
.niſhments ; if rhere-are a great many-Infinite 
'Puniſhmencs, - or Wfivice Guilts, ro be an- 
(wered 3 one (uppoſed) Infigice SatisfaRi- 
- on is not. Equi 

'Puniſhmencs, cach of which js Infinice. This 


without daring to ſay Three whats; is to 
ſay nothing ar all, or an Individuum Vagun. 
Yer-chis Cauriouſoeſs -is an Effet, of his 
Judgment. He had look'd our, and faw 
rhe: Coaſt ro be fultof dangerovs Rocks, and 
Sands : he will not therefore, like other raſh 
Adventurers, pur our to Sca 3 he will rather 
ſay norhing, or what comes to nothing, than 
run himſelf upon Polyrheiſm, or an open 
Sabelliſm. 2. Concerning (the other Queſti- 
on) the Diviniry of. our Saviour ; he uſes 
only rhe Terms of Neftorius : that the Divi- 
nity did Ishabit, or did Dwell in the Perfon 
of-Chriſt; as a the Iſraclires, under 
che Old Teſtament, it had inhabited the Cloud 
of Glory ; which ſometimes appeared in the 
Tabernacle, and afterwards in the Temple. 
The Socinians allow very well of this ; for 

they deny, that God was in the Cloud 
of Glory, but only the Angel who ſenred 
God, and therefore 'is called Jehovah and 
God :; yet we believe, that nr bb, 
Spirit or Energy) was in the Lord Chriſt ; 
in a very eſpecial, and powerful Manner. 
we believe, that God was more perfe&ly 
and powerfully in him ; chan in any former 
P or other of God: and 
his Lordſhip will nor pretend, that God was 
ſo Inhabicing in the Lord Chriſt ; that he 
was not alſo, at the ſame time, inall orher 
Places and Perſons. To ſay all at once; I 
have not made rhis Reply, ro oppoſe it to 
his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe : bur to reſtify our 
Reſpets, ro his Lordſhip; and that we ſub» 

Doctrine. 


mir to his 


—_— 
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tt cmd. 
— —— 


Believe, the Author of the Anſwer to 

Dr. S—th's Animadverfions on Dr. 

Sherlock, will claim to be next heard, 
And ler us hear him; becauſe we may dil- 
patch with him, in very few words. 

His Book promiſes, 1n the Tirle of it, £0 
be 2 Defence of Dr, Sherlock ; and conſe- 
quently, of bis Tritheiffic Notions : I verily 
expeed by the Title, that this New Light 
was to have done Wonders, on behalf of 
Dr: Sherlock, Therefore I was marvye/louſly 
diſappoimed, to find ; char this Author is no 
more a Trinitarian, than Dr. S-—th himfelf 
is, avd much leſs than Dr. Walls. In com- 
pariſon of chis Auchor, and of Dr. S—th, 
we may ſay; that Dr. Wallis is a right Or- 
thodox Man. For Dr. Walls faith, the Three 
are ſomewhat more than Three Attributes : 
bur this Gentleman affures us, that Perſons 
and Artributes are preciſely the ame | and 
Dr. $—fþ makes che Perſons to be only/Tbree 
Poſturts, or equivalent to Poſtuves. | 

we may divide his Diſcourſe, into two 
Parts: what he fairh of the Ti;nity, ro page 
48 3 what he faith of the Incarnation, to the 
End of his Book. 

Of the Trinity, he faich; thar being ſer 
#1 its due Light, "tis no manner of Myſtery. 
He acknowledges, that the Managers of this 
Controverſy with the Socinjans, have made it 4 
Myſtery 3 yea and a Contradiftion : bur (faich 
he, p. 42.) my Hypotheſis cransfers all the 
Blame, from the Matter or Doctrine, ro the 
Managers 3 who (by negle&ting the Defini- 
tion of the Subje&) rurned a Plain Dodtrine 
into 4 Myſtery, or a Plain Contradiftion. [And 
again, he faith p. 48. I have lower'd the 
great Myſtery of the Trinity, from Difficul: 


—_— A —_ a dd _— —_ — 


Os the Anſwer to the Animadverſions (of Dr. S-—th) upon 
Dy. Sherlock ; which Anſwer « alſo intitled, The Dottrine of 


the Trinity placed in its due Light. 


yta and Cantradidtions ; to Plain and Ealy. 
He forbears not to ſay, in the laſt Words 
of his Book; that he hopes for 4 Rewerd 
from the Lord, for what he has writzen, and 
the Peace he hatch made between the con- 
tending Parties. 
| pray God ; thet Reward my not be, 
to give him auother fort of Portion. For he 
pretends to be a Trinjtarian, argues for 
three Divine Perſons, writes in Defence of a 
Tritheiſt 3 and yer aſter all, he has ler the 
World ſee, that he is as very a Socinias, as 
Ltlixs or Faxſtus Socinus were. Ik would 
nor have become me, to take notice of 
this : 1f, co cover his Real Sentiments, he 
had not ſo often, and fo cauſleſy ſpir in che 
Faces, of the Secinian Writers. Þr. Walls 
and he may go togerher, as Brethren io ts 
reſpeR: oy, ſee there is no ſuch 
[m4 as me ur Fang and as che 
nians oppote ; yet they write againſt 
the Socinians as Bl ar%u, the —— 
be of che conetary Party. and is Author 
cannot write, withour Scurrilicy ang Con- 
tenapt; bor Dr. Wa#is withour ſuch (ground- 
leſs) Calumnies, as ave wholly of bis own 
deyiing. What 1s the Meaning of tha 2? 
Why, they would bold gheir Pretermears 3 
and be thought Orthodox : and for the 
Cauſe of God, which their Souls approves 
they nor only ſay nothing for ir, bur they 
would be thought to be againſt ir. But Men 
are nor ſodeceived;z much leſs is God. Did 
Dr. Wallzs chink ro perſwade the World, that 
his Judgment 4s Azti-ſocinian : when he ad- 
vanced only ſuch. a Trinity, as the Socini- 
ans and Sabellians always believed 3 name- 
ly that God is the Maker, the Redeemer, and 
E Saufie 


$ anfifier of Men? And is it leſs a Mockage 
of God and Man; that this other Learned 
Perſon writes for Dr. Sherlock, and the Tri- 
nity : and yet he believes no other Trinity 
in God, but his -Goodneſs, his Wiſdom, and 
'Powtr ; as if the Socinians ever denied theſe 
Attributes, 

I perſwade my ſelf, that the Reader who 
hath nor ſeen this Book will not believe; 
that a Man ſhould write for the Trinity, 
and againſt rhe Socinians, who believes that 
thoſe three Attributes are all the Trinity thar 
+ in God, Therefore ler us hear his own 
Words, p. 33. © I plead the poſitive Aﬀenc 
&« of the Church of England; thar the Three 
© Perſons are no more than Three Artri- 
© bures. Again at p. 45. Who are the 
& Three? They are Three Properties in 
&« God. Which ſo differ 3 as ſill ro agree, 
& in the ſame Numerical Nature. Goodn!ſs 
* jn God is Infinite, and therefore is God ; 
« the ſame muſt he ſaid of Wiſdom, and 
« Power: and yet they are not Three Gods, 
« but One God. Again at þp. 40. If you 
« offer the Do&rine of the Trinity in a 
& Rational Scheme ; if you rell a Heathen, 
& there is oze God, who is infinite in all 
&«& Perfe&tions; and that all PerfcAions are 
& reducible to theſe Three, Infinite Good- 
&« neſs, Infinite Wiſdom, and Infinite Power : 
« would the Man boggle at any thing of 
« this? And would nor this prepare him 
« for farther Inſtruction, in che Chriſtian 
& Faith : which diſcovers the ſeveral Attings 
« of theſe ſame Three Perſons [ Goodneſs, 
« Wiſdom, and Power] in order to our 
© Eternal Salvation ? 

Well, bur if the 7iinity of Divine Perſons, 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are only the 
Three Attributes of Goodneſs, Wiſdom, and 
Fower ; then what is the Incarnation 2 How 


(34) 


was one of rheſe Attributes incarnate in Jeſus 


. Chriſt, and not the other two ; and yer Je- 


ſus Chrift ſhall be perfe# God? For that ; 
*ris anſwered, witch che turning of a Hand. 
For. he-ſaith, p. 62. . © We have ſeen Two 
* Men (he might havt ſaid Three Men, for that 
«© was the Caſe) that were made One Admi- 
&. ral, by 4 Joint Commiſſion : and we ſee e- 
very day many Men Incorporate, into one 
« Polirical Body, by Patent ; whereby they 
* are-one Perſon, in Law. And: in this 
* bnown Senſe, are the Godhead and Man- 
hood joined together in one Perſon ; 
« whereof comes one Chriſt, very God and 
* very Man. The ſhort chen, ir ſhould 
ſeem, 15; that the Incarnation is no' more a 
Myſtery, than theTrinicy : for Jeſus Chriſt is 
a God by Commiſſion, or Patent ; whereby 
Wiſdom (or the ſecond Perſon) is made one 
Perſon, #1 Law, with the Man Chriſt Jeſus. 
I hope, the Commiſſion doth nor run, Du» 
rante Vita ; or. Durante Bene-placito.: "tis an 
Abſolute, and Irrevocable Patent and Commil- 
fion; or elſe as Jeſus Chriſt began to be 4 
God, ſo we may {ce him again turned into 4 
meer Man, | 


I muſt confeſs, I did not expeR ſuch Ac- 
counts of his Faith, from this Author : who 
1s not unknown ro me, I pray him to con- 
ſider, who himſelfis; and much more, wha 
God 1s : even a Being not ro be mock'd, and 
ridicul'd, by the Worms that he hath made, 
Concerning whom, if ir be not always ex» 
pedient, ro profeſs ( opevly ) che whole 
Truth : yer *c1s always neceflary, not to af- 
frone that Holy Majeſty 3. with our (Af- 
feted) Diſſimulations, and (Notorious O- 
pen) Hypocriſies, But 1 ſuppoſe he may 
hear of h1s Book from another Hand, there- 
fore Iſhallleave him, 
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On the Twenty eight Propoſitions. 


will ſpeak no other ways than he 

thinks: and who beſides thar, in all 
the Traverſes of his Life, and in the Choice 
of Opinions, has ever made Reaſon one 
of his Guides. Heis not for Myſteries, of 
which Reaſon can give no Account, of cheir 
Self-confiſtency 3 and conſequently, nor of 
their Poſſibility. I know not, why this 
Eminent Perſon, who is of the firſt Order 1n 
the Church, has not pur his Name, to his 
Explicarion. It is the only Explication, 
thar ( fince the revival of theſe Queſtions ) 
may.be called Orthodox : He hath avoided 
the Sabtllianiſm of Dr. Wallis, Dr. $—tbh, 
Mr. Hoobtr, and the Author of the Anſwer 
to Dr. S—tb; nor hath he ſaid any thing 
that bis own Party will reckon to be Tritheiſm, 
In ſhort, *ti a very dextrous Explication 3 
and only the Unirarians will except againſt 


I 


B T here comes an honeſt Man, who 


L He faith in the Title, that theſe Propoi- 
tions are defigned, ſo to explain the Trinity ; 
xs to ſpeak it, not contradiffory to Natural Rea- 
ſon, I will acknowledg that he hath avoided 
a great many ContradiQtions ; which we 
charge on the Dotrine of rhe Trinity, as 
*is held by orhers : As, all the Natural Con- 
eradiffions, in che Explicacion of Mr. Hooker ; 
raoſe which ſo cvidently occus in the Ex- 
plicarion, by Dr. Sherlock; all rhe Follies 
:mplied in the Account given by the Schools 
Dr. $—th. Ir is a Poſſivle Scheme, chat 

he has advanced : Bur th6 he is clear from 
Contradiftions to Natural Reaſor, as he 
ſpeaks 3 yer beſides ſome Inſuperable Diffi- 
culries, he harh not been able ro avoid ſome 
Numerical Contradiftions. I reckon, th-re 1s 
2 Difference between Natural Contradicti- 
and Numerical ContradiRions : A Na- 
tural ContradiQion, implies an Inconfiſten- 
cy and Impoſfibility, in rhe Nature of the 


Thing deſcribed, as there deſcribed 3 a Nu- 
merical Contradi&ion, is as Error, committed 
is the ſumming up of Things, Bur to imirare 
the Brevicy of this Learned Perſon; I will 
firſt repreſent what he hath ſaid ; and then 
offer the Exceptions, that an [lnitarian 
would make to ir. He faith theſe chings. 

« Self-Exiſtence is the Higheſ# Perfedtion. 
« No Being is abſolurely perfe&, if ir be 
* not Self-Exiftent, abſolutely Tedependent, 
5 and che firſt Original of all other Be- 
— 

«* 'Tis a Contradi&ion, to ſay; that the 
* Son and Holy Spiric are Beings abſolutely 
* Independent, che firſt &#riginals of all 
* Things, or Selþ-Exiſtent, 

* Therefore only che Father is God, in the 
* bigheſs Senſe of that word. 

«*. And for this Reaſon, our Saviour calls 
* the Father, the ouly True God, John 17. 
* 3. and ſays further, that He only is Good, 
© Luke 18. 19. 

* The Godhead, or God in the Higheſt 
&« Senſe, can be but One Numerically ; and the 
* Oneneſs affirmed of him in Scripture, is 
* a Numerical Oneneſs : and of this, the beſt 
* Philoſophers have been always ſatisfied, 
«* by cheir Reaſor, 

This is che Sum of the firſt Thirteen Pro- 
poſitions, One would think, chat ſuch 2 
toundartion being laid ; the Concluſion muſt 
be wholly 1n favour of the Unirarians, For 
if che Father is abſolutely Perfett, if the Son 
and Spirit are not abſojutely Perfett ; both 
which this Learned Man affirms expreſly : 
How ſhall we ever prevent this Conſequence, 
therefore only the Father is God ? What is the. 
Definition of God among all Divines and 
Philoſophers : is ir nor chisz a Being abſo- 
lutely PerfeR, or a Beivg that hath all Per- 
fetions, Bur if ſo, then only rhe Father 
having all Perfe&ions, or being abſolutely Per- 
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FA, Remuſt be the only God ; to the cer- 
tain Excluſion. of the Qcher Two Perſans : 
to the Excluſion of the Son and Spiric by 
Name, becauſe *ris affirmed here of them 
by Name, that neither of rhem is ab/olutsly 
PerfeR, or hath all PerfeRions, 

Bur thjs Author will ſhow us, in his fol- 
towing Propotitions3z char for all this, the 
Son is God, and fo alſo is the Holy Ghoſt, 
That ts, He will pur out the Light, of the 
Sun. He will inftru& us, in his Premiſes, 
char there'is but One who is God, and io the 
Progreſs and Conchypon, or io the ſumming 
up-the whole Reckoning, he will make ic 
appeer, that there are Three Beings, cach 
of which iz ( fingly and by Himſelf God : 
whieh is the Numerical Contradiffion, that I 
charged at firft on his Hypotheſis. Bux let 
us hearhim. He faith 

1. There ſtems no Contradifion or Abs 


furdity in ng, that the firſt Original of 
«lt Things pa Father ) produced ather 


Beings, ſo Perfe@; that they have &f Per- 
tedtiovs, bur only Self-Exiſtexce and Indo» 
ns and of being the f#/t Origonals of all 
$; , 

2. Fhe Holy Scripture ſpeaks of the San 
and | Spirit, as fich Beings, That þ, as 
having Unlimited Power, Wildom, and 
Goodneſs ;. and alt orher (Divine ) Perte- 
ions, byr Þrdrprndence, Selſ- Exiſtence, and. 
peivg the Originals of all Things, 

+ The fame Holy Seri ure ſpeaks of the 
Sor ahdSpirit, as Dj Beings and Per- 
ſons Lo Wog.co the Proper Signification of 
this : from the Father, and 
ſom Each other. _ Men or Thens: An- 
gels are nor mypre cxprefly Diſtinguiſhed, as 
Different Perſons ang Subſtances; by our Savi- 
ous, and the Apoltles: than. the Father, 
Sur, and Holy Spirit aye. 

- ackyowledg in Theſe, and rhe former 
Thirteen Propotrions, the- 2enyine Doctrine 
3nd v#y Language of che Fathers who wrote 
ſborely after the Councit of Nice, till the Tigzes 
»f.cho Schootmen,, Bur the School-Diyi 
ox the Dives of the Middle Ages ſaw, 
amet alt rhe Moderns (xhat.are well verſcd: 


in theſe Queſtions ) confeſs it 3 that this 
ication or Account is an 
Indefenſible Tritheiſm. This is the Explica- 
tion, of which che Biſhop of Sarum ſays, 
P. 98. that ©© Indeed'& is cafily apprehend- 
«* ed, bur ſeems direRly to afſere Three 
* Gods, contrary to the moſt expreſs. De 
* clarations of the Qld and New Teſta- 
* ments. Indeed my Lord-of Sarum doth 
ſamewhar otherways repreſent this Hypo» 
thetis ; becauſe he had obſerved thar fome 
af the Fathers make an Inequality apd Suh- 
ordination berween the Three Perſons : Ruc 
as t9 the main Thing in the Hyporheſis, ar 
that which makech the Hyparheſis, our pre- 
ſent Auchar and che Biſhop of Sarwa repre- 
ſent it alike, Thar is; they underſland che 
Fathers as ſaying; that the Three Divine 
Perſans, are Parſons 10 the proper Senſe of 
that Word : which is to ſay, they are Di- 
ſtin& IntelleRnal Reizgs, and have difitreat 
Subflanges in Number, thd not in Spectes ar 
Kizd ; their-Subſtances, like the Subſtances 
of partieular Men or Angels, are Specifically. 
the ſame, and Nunericaly divers and diffe- 
rent... Burthe School-Divines, and ( gene- 
rally ſpeaking ) the moſt Learned of the 
Maderns, with the greaceſt Reaſon in the 
Warld abbor #4; they perceive, that ic 
deſtroys the True and Uniry of Gad : 
It rakerh away his Proger, and Natwal, and 
Numerical Unit y, and leaveth only a certaig 
Political os Otconmmical Uniry 3 which is in- 
deed qaly au Imaginary Vnitx, The Schools. 
cherefore thought themſelves obliged, to 
alcer this Hy, {is, into that propounded 
by Dr. S—th-: And becauſe Others have 
diſcerned, that the Hypotheſss ar ry, od 
tio. of che Sthogls is 2a pure Piece of Nor- 
ſence; thereforechey have changed ir. ſans ir» 
r0.4 Trivicy of 4/tributts, others into a Trinicy 
of External. Denominatiavs, and. others unto. 
qthex Conceirs.z yer (@ as. ſhll tg keey £9 
the Foundatian. laid by the Schoolmen, thas 
there is 614- one- Nigptrigal Subſeance in Gao, 


and, that, the. Axtrihures and PerfeRians are 
nor. negeated: as.the Perſons axe, but are as. ite 
diuidnal as tat: Subſtance or Nature is.3 and in 


this 


2isconſiſts rhe true Diference between the 
Fathers on the one part, and: the Schoolmen 
and Moderns on the other, 

In very deed the Explication of the Fa- 
thers, revived, by the Authop of the Tweny 
ry eight Propoſicions, and partly alfo- by 
Dr..Cadweths per ſo. by Dr. Cudwerth, as 
ro make ir incline to Arianifm, which the 
Author of the Propoſitions hath very judici- 
ouſly avoided : I fay chis Explication of the 
Fathers, becauſe it afhrms the Three Per- 
ſons to. be Yiree diſtind-Incellettual Beings, 
Three ( numerically ) differenr Subſances 3 


and: moreover that rhe Son and Spictthave 
all the Divine Paxjetions that rhe F hath, 


but only chat they «rs derived from bim as 
their Cauſe and Original; therefore vhs Hy- 
pathefis plainly amounts.to thus much, that 
there is ans Stnior God, and two Juniors, The 
wr wg acknowledges = each of 
rheſe Perſons, whatſoever Propertics 
that can make them to be Diſtinit Incellectu- 
al Bangs and Subſtaures ;, aud then, further, 
all che Aurrthutes that are neceflary ro effen- 
riate a God, that is, to make him be a PexfeRt 
God; only ir ſaich, rhe Father hath this 
peculiar #974538 Or Privilege, that: he was 
firft in the Order of Nature. He hath no Eſ- 
ſential or Real Perfetion more than the 
other Two Perſons 3 only he hath #65 #b 
zovr, that their Original is from him. *'Tis 
not poſſible ro ſay, what are Three Gods; 
if vhis be noc an Account and Deſcription of 
Three: Gods. It being the Artribures, of 
Infinite Goodn!ſs, Infinite Wiſden, and Inftore 
Power, that make (if we may fo ſpeak ) 
the God: if rhefe are found in Three 4/- 
fnl8 Brings, Three different Subſtances, as 
ehis Byporhefis and Author exprefly fay ; 
either rhis is the very Notion of Three 
Gods, or there is no ſuch ching ar all as 
Trizheifn, Thar one of theſe 1s the Senor 
Dairy, novir Time bur only ix the Order of 
Watuvre, which is to fay only w our Conception 
of Diings, is no Real (buronly an Imaginary ) 
Perfeftion. The Perfe&ions of the Deiry 
thavare Real, are God's Infinire Wifdom, 


Rewer, Goodneſs, Duration; and fuch-like ; 
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therefore the Son: and Spire are Gods, in” 
the kight} Smjs of that Word, i they have 
all choſe, ( aforeſaid ) rl and paſitive Per- 
omen, as hs. Binine Nemong thd ix be 
gzanzed ar & rime, that are 0- 
rigizated from che firſt Perſon. pho 

A Father begers two Sons, that have all 
the Properties of the Humane Nature, in as 
oonk __ as their Facher : ſhall we 
cny that they ace Men, 3z te bighaſk Stnfe 
of that od, becaute they arc hens 
from thei Faches.; Arenort Abet and Seth as 
truly Men, 4% the hightſt-Senſt"of that Word, as 
their Father Adam? This is the very Cafe 
before us; for here is an Almighty, Omni 
ſcient and maſt Good. Fathes,, who: on the Ac- 
count of thoſe his Azzributes ( Almighti- 
nels, Ommicience, and: perfect Gooduefi ) 
1s. called God; from, hin» there is. geatruted 
aud; hath proceeded a Son and Spiric, q uaii- 
fiedashe 1s, rhay-is ro-ſay, each of them is 
Oamporene,. Oraniſciers, and moſt Good: 
therefore ( fay I ) they are Gods in as per+ 
fe@ and. high & Senfo, as the Father is, nor- 
withſtanding cheie being Originated from 
him; even as Abel and Seth are Men in 4s 
perſett and bigh a Senſe, as their Father Adan, 
th6 Originated from him, As all the Diffe- 
rence, in one of the Caſes, is, that A4am is 
the Senior Man ; Abel and Seth are Juniors, 
borh in Time and Order of Nature : So all the 
Difference of the pther Caſe, is, that the 
Father 15 the Smijor God, the Son and Spjrir 

are 7unors, ixthe Order of Nature, | 
The Fathers turned themſelves all man- 
ner of ways, to avoid this Demonſtratian ; 
which rhey ſaw was. obvious to every one : 
bur rheir Anfwers are meer Sybtilties, and 
Fineſſrsy, The moſt Learned Perfon with 
whom we are now Arguing, rejeting ( or 
omirring ) all other Anſwers of the Fathers 
ro this Objethon, takes ug with what was 
moſt common and current among, *em 3 even 
this. * Alrh6, ſaith be, we cannor under- 
« f}and, how it ſhould be no Conrradicion 
*« to affirm, char the Three Perſons are bur 
« One numerical Being, or Subſtante; yer ic 
« hath not the leaſt Shadow of a Contra- 
* dition, 


< dition, to ſuppoſe 3 that there is a1 It- 
4 conceivably fry yo both in Will and Na- 
« ture, between they, And ſuch an Union 
«< may be much more eaſily conceived be- 
<« tween them, than can_that Union which 
« js between our Souls and Bodies; ſince 
&© theſe are Subſtances of unlike and even 
&« contradiftory Natures. 

In theſe few words conſiſt the Screngrh 
and Hopes of this Explication. Tbe incon- 
ceivably cloſe Union in Will, and Nature, be- 


. tween the Three Gods, makes 'em to be 


One God. He had faid, the Three Perſons 
are Three diſtin& Intelle&ual Beings; they 
are Three Different Subſtances ; they are Per- 
ſoxs, in che moſt proper Senſe of that word ; 
chey are as diſtin and divers, as Three Men 
or Three Angels ; and each of them 1s Almigh- 
ty, All-knowing, and moſt Good : And yet 
afrer all tbz, in ſumming up che Account, 
they are All made to be One God ; by their 
moſt perſett Union in Will, and Native, That 
is, they are One God, by that very thing 
which moſt inconteſtably declares them to 
be Three Gods. For what is the Union of 
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Will and Nature, between diſtin Intelle&tu-' 
al Beings, and Different Subſtances ; is ir 
any other bur this, in Plain Engliſh; that 
rhey always will the ſame things; and their 
Narures and Subſtances are united in the 


ſame Properties, Attribures or Perfe&ijons ? 


that zs to ſay, theſe Three IntelleQual Sub- 
ſtances and Beings, are each of them Al- 
mighty, Omniſcient, moſt Good, and the 
reſt, Why this Is the very thing, thar 
makes them to be Three Gods. If the Son 


and Spirit willed contrary rothe Farther, 


they d not be Gods; for by willing 
comrary to him who is confeſſedly God 
they ſhould ſhow their Ignorance, or their 
Perverſeneſs, and conſequently that they arc 
not Gods ; and if they had not the ſame Ar- 
tributes and PerfeRions that make him to 
be a God, neicher could they be Gods, as 
He is. 

How is it poſſible, that this moſt Diſcern- 
ing Author d over-look ſuch an obvi- 
ous Reaſoning ; or not be ſatisfied with it ? 
All wecan fay in che Caſe, is, Aliquaxdo bo- 
nus dormitat Homerus. 


R. H—w, an Eminent Divine of 
che Presbyterian Way,has thought 
fir to publiſh A Calm Diſcourſe, con- 

gerning the Poſſibility, of a Trinity in God ;, t0- 

gether with ſome Letters ro Dr. Wallis, on 
che ſame Argument. The Letters are full of 

High Complements, and moſt Profound Submiſ- 

ſions; to ( the Oracle of Wit and Learn- 
ing) Dr. Wallis : Which from a Tiinitarian 

Cue for a Real Trinicy ) to a Sabel- 

contending for a Nominal Trinity, was 
much more than needed, or could be 

( reaſonably ) expeted. Dr. Wallis is a 
very lucky Man, to be courted and extolled 
ro that degree, by a Perſon above him, and 
diflenting ſo widely from him : unleſs Mr, 
H—w meant, that his Letters ſhould be 


On Mr. 


H--W. 


taken only as Banter or Railery ; or would 
hereby engage Dr. Wallis, ro do as much for 
him, 

The Diſcourſe and Letters are both writ- 
ren in long Periods, full of Parentheſes and 
Digrefſions ; which (rogether) make them 
very difficult and perplext to the Reader: 
Bur this Blemiſh in the Stile and Compoſij- 
tion 3 notwithſtanding, the Notions and the 
Reaſonings offer'd by the Author, ſhow 
him co be a Man of (' more than ordinary ) 
Judgmenc and Learning: We muſt {ay 
more, he hath ſeen further into theſe Que- 
ftions than any of the Authors, wich 
whom we have been hitherto concerned, 
even than the Author of the Twenty eight 
Propoſitions, . 

H: 


_.. Ht ſets, *cis not enough for Men, to cry 
 Miftery, Myſtery : as if a Pretence of Myſtery 
could warrant, or could defend, contra- 
. ditory and impofſible DoQrines. He has 
not, with the Biſhops of Worceſter and Sarum, 
thought ir ſufficient ro make a (ſuperfine) 
Declamation for Myſteries ; that is, againſt 
the Uſe of a Man's Reaſon in Religion, where it 
ought to be moſt of all imployed : becauſe 
noxng can | a of chat 5) bur 
. WU be as applicable tothe (good old ) My- 
ſteries of- the Tranſubſtantiation, and "4 
fubſtantiation, and a hundred more ſuch 
like. He is for finding the Poſſibility of the 
Thing, or he will give itup: he is ſenſible, 
that the Compoſition of our Underſtandings 
1s ſuch z chat while we apprehend a Contra- 
dition, or what is the ſame,an Impoſſibility in 
2 DoQrine or Thing, we do nor (we can- 
not} belieye ſuch Thing or Dorine, eyen 
while we pretend to believe ir, 

He ſees, that the Nominal Trinitarians, who 
ſo believe Three Perſons in the Godhead, as 
to intend that Word in a Civil and Re- 
ſpedtive Senſe, not in a Real and Natural, are 
in yery deed no other but Unitarians. There- 
fore he rells Dr, Wallis expreſly, though 
(always) in Terms fic to be uſed ro an Em- 
peror 3 that he falls in with the Anti-trinit a- 
r1ans, and that his Notion of Perſons will 
make us All to be Unitarians, fo he ſaith p. 105. 
And 'ris of other Nominal Trinitarians, ſuch 
as the School-men, - Dr. $S—th, Mr, Hoo- 
ker, &c. that we are to underſtand what 
he faith at p. 13. they ſo diminiſh the Diſtiz- 
fon of the Three Perſons, as to mak it next #0. 
Nothing : that is, in very deed they leave 
bur one Divine Perſon, who is a Real ſubſeſt- 
ing Perſon ; which is the thing, the Unita- 
rians would have, He hath a Raticiom Qb- 
ſervation hereupon, 'at p. 132. They take 
away the Grounds of the Doftrines of the Incar- 
Vation, and the Sarisfation. For in truth, 


the Sabellian or Nominal Trinitarians, as 
DoQor Cadworth hath called them, make 
themſelves perfe&ly ridiculous ; when they 
come to apply. their Hypotheſis, ro the 
Incarnation aad the Satisfation. Dr, Wallis, 
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Mr. Hoober, Dr. B, Dr. $S—th, what can 
theſe ſay of the Incarnation, or Satisſattion : 
How was DoRor Wallis's Redemption, or Mr. 
Hooker's Property to be of the Father, or Dr. 
B's Attribute of Wiſdom, or Dr. $4-th's 
Poſture, incarnate ; or how can it be faid 
to ſatisfy for the Sins of Men, by undergo- 
ing Puniſhment in our Steads? Mr. H—w 
ſaw theſe Straits of the Nominal Trinita- 
rians; he is therefore of another Party : all 
his Admiration of Dr. Walzs's Perſon and 
Wir, hinders not ; but that he perceives, he 
hath given up theſe DoQrines implicitly, and 
che Doarine of the Trinity dirtdly, to the 
Lnicarians. 

He ſeg, what the Real Trinitarians, of 
which Party he is, have not ſem. He 
perceived that Dr. Sherlock's Mutual Conſcis 
ouſneſs, and Self Conſciouſneſs, can by no means 
make the (ſuppoſed) Divine Perſons to be 
One God 3 becauſe this Hypotheſis leaves 
our the Nexus as he ſpeaks, that is, the Con- 
neffion by which the ſaid Perſons may be 
united, Self-conſciouſneſs and Mutual-con- 
ſciouſneb, faith he, are ar moſt bur ax Effetb 
of their Union, not the Nexus (or Union) 
it ſelf by which they are One God. The 
Author of rhe 28 Propoſitions perceived, 
there muſt be a Nexus ” Mr. H--w ſpeaks) 
whereby ro make the Three Perſons to be 
One God ; bur he hath thought of ſuch a one 
as Mr. H—w will certainly reje& : for an 
Urion of Will (which is nothing elſe bur a 
Conformity of Will, or more Perſons wil- 
ling the ſame thing) and an Union of Nature 
(which he makerh to be noching bur this, 
that the Three ſuppoſed Perſons are alike 
moſt Good, and infinitely Wiſe and Powerful) 
theſe are nut only, not a Nexus (or true 
Llnion) but are the very Things that muſt 
be united, or che Things for which we ſeek 
a Nexus. 

Well, ſo. many able Artiſts have failed ; 
we grant, he hath ſeen their Miſtakes : after 
all, will he himſelf make a Coat for the Moon 2 
Will he offer an Hypotheſis or Explicacion,, 
chat ſhall fir the Do&rine of the Trinity, and 
wichal thoſe of the Incarnation and. the Satiſ- 
fattion : 


feftion : an Hyporhefis rhar hal) neither rum 
him, on the Scyſa of Sabrllieriſm, which 
(he owns) is but another Name of Unta- 
rienifm ; nor onthe Charyb4is of Tritheiſm or 
Three Gods, which hicherro has not been 
avoided by the Real Trinitarians, no more 
than rhe ocher by the Nominal Trinitarians. 
Ler ws take a View of tris Aiyporhefis; which 
we muſt ferch,from feveral parrs of his Book. 

Ke ſirh p. 110,111. © The Perſons are 
« aiftinft Eſſences; p. 112. they are driſtin& 
* Numerical Natwres, Beings, and Subſtances; 
& y, 140, there is 4 Varity of Individual 
& Natures, in the Deity. P. 126. There are 


* jn the Godhead Three diſtina A 
« Hypoſtaſcs (or Perſons) having earh his 


& on © diſtin fngalar Intelligent Nature, 
P.*55. © Theſe Three Divme Perfons (Pe- 
« ings, Eſſences, Natures, Subſtances) main- 
&« CITI hen is #5 5g 
* being 'pleafant, withour arron there- 
* th: and we miſt .nceds think, this is a 
* more Bleſſed Srare, or a more Perfet 
« Tden of Hieffednefs ; than 'can be con- 
« ceived in i Pternal Solitute., Every one 
ſees, 'thar this (hicherro)) is Dr. Sherloch's 
Dottrine; only 'with fome more groſs Ideas, 
and Additions ro 1t, Bur ler us alfo hear 

As'ro that Queftion;; if cach of theſe Per- 
fons and Ecings is God ; how can it be ſaid, 
thar all Three are but One God ? He rephes, 
- $51. Each of rhe Three Perſons conceived 
by it ef, is =» Individual Eſſence; but con- 
ccived togethiy; chey are the intire Effence of 
God, P. zo. Neither Father, Son, nor Spi- 
rie, raken fcjunaly, - God ; bnrt all-thefe 
rapgerher. P. 47. you predicate rhe 
reym Gol, of any one of theſe Three Per- 
ſors; you grve an Inadequare (4.t. an In- 
complear) Notion bf God : "ris mdeed ſaid, 
the Fatber is the only true God 3 bur this muſt 
be underſtood, as nor-excluding rhe Son and 
Spirit. P. 17. Each of rheſe Perſons, 
pareaking of the Divine Nature, gives us bur 
an Inadequate; bur all of them rogerher, a 
moſt Pertc&, tntire, and Adequate Notion 
of God, 


T ' 
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in, to this other Queſtion; if there 
— Divine Efſences, Subſtances, Be- 


ings, really ſa Perfons; fo really di- 
vers and ſeveral, ris & main Part of 
their Bleſfednefs, har they maincain & De- 


liczons Socitty and Converſation with wit another ; 
by what pofhble Nexws can they be made to 
be One God? He anſwers at p. 18. The 
Vepgerative, Senſttive, and Intcelle&ive Na- 
tares 1m Man, are diflinft, divers, and ſeue- 
ral; and yer they are wnited, and make oze 
Mas. And again he ſanh; © Every Man is 

made up of rwo diſtin Natzres, Body 
© and Soul, uniced into one Man. P. 1g. 
* Theſe rwo Natwes im Man (the Body and 
< Soul) are very unlike; bur if God could 
«© untre Mo one, twofuch contrary Narures : 
* ter any Man give me a Reaſon, why he 
* might nor (much more) firſt make, and 
© then wore two Spirits ; and if ewo, why 
& not three; fo wiite them, that for all thacr 
&* (like the Soul and Body) they fhall re- 
* main a*&#n#t ? P, 23. But if chere may 
* be ſuch an Union, of Three created Spi- 
&* ries 3 whar hinders, but char we may con- 
* ceive alſo ſuch an Union, with ſuch Dij- 
« ſtinion, berween wncreated Spirits : an 
* Unjon thar has not been made in Time, 
«* bur was Original and Eternal ? Here, by the 
way, we may obſerve ; that he holds the Three 
Perſons, to be Three Spirits, as well as Three 
Perſons. 

The Butt-end of rhis Hyporhef's, is the 
rrue Strengrh of 1c; and withourthat, him- 
felf will nor deny, char all che reft is a moſt 
obvious, and a moſt certain Tricheiſm ; 
therefore ler us begin our Remarks, ar this 
End of his Explicartion. 

The Cenſure that Dr. Sherlock has made 
(in his Poſtferipr ro his lare Defence againſt 
br. $,—th) of this Explication by Mr. 
H-—-w, ts this: that «Tis ſuch a Notion 
© of the Unity of God, asneither the Scrip- 
* tures, nor the Anttent Church, knew any 
* thing of; and that rhere is lircle need ro 
* confure it, Yer he beſtows a Confuta- 
tion upon it; to which Mr, H—w has rc- 


plied: I ſhall leave 'em to difpute it our ; 


laying 


ſaying only this. That as Mr. H—w found 
rhe Tricheiſm of Dr. Sherlock's Explicarion 3 
by (rightly) obſerving that it wanted a 
Nex#s, whereby the Three Gods might be- 
come One God : ſo Dr. Sherlock will diſco- 
ver the Tritheiſm of Mr. H—w's _ 
cation, by ſhowing 3 thar Three individual 
Divine Natures and Eſſences can poſſibly have 
no Kexus, whereby ro become one Divine 
Nature, and bn. = —_— _ (as = 
H—w's H 1s ſu remain ti 
Three individual Divine Eſſence? and Natures : 
Verily, if Dr. Sherlock cannot prove this ; 
he can prove nothing. Bur as I ſaid ; let 
*tm conteſt jr our, berween themſelves. 

The Queſtion berween Mr. H—p, and 
the Socinians, is z How Three (diſtin, 
ſeveral, individual) Divine Beings, Efſen- 
ces or Subſtances, ſhould remain Three ſe- 
veral individual Subſtances, and yer ar the 
ſame time be uniced into one Divine Sub- 
ſtance, called God? Mr. H—w anſwers, 
firſt 3 rhe Vegetative, Senſitive,” and Intel- 
leRive Natures in Man, are diſtin& and c- 
veral, and yer are united into one Humane 
Nature, or one Man, Thar is, he forgets, 
that che Queſtion is concerning the Union of 
Perſons and Subſtances : and his Anſwer is con- 
cerning ſuch Natures, as arc neither Perſons 
nor $ _ For no - _ prerended, 
bor wi prerend ; t Vegetative, 
Senſitive, and Intelle&tive Faculties ( cr 
Powers) inthe Humane Nature, are ſo many 
diſtin individual Perſons, Subſtances, or E ſſen- 
ces, We grant, that the mentioned 
Faculties are diſtin& in Man's one Nature : 
bur whar is this co Three Subſtances or Per- 
ſons, or Eſſences, being unired inco one Subs 
ſtance or Eſſence ? and beſides that, remain- 
ing ill Three Efſences and Subſtances ? To 
make out the Parallel, Mr. H-—w muſt ſay; 
the Vegetative, Scnfirive, and Intelletive 
Subſtances or Eſſences in Man, are unired into 
one Eſſence and Subſtance, and ſtill remain 


Three Eſſences and Subſtances : when I hear 
him ſay ſo, it will be ro che 
*cis roo apparently falſe in all 
for him to dare ever to ſay ic. 


+ bur 
Parrs of it, 
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Bur he anſwers again 3 the Body and 
Soul (which are two Subſtances) are united 
mto one Man. And if there is this Union 
berween ſuch contrary Natures and Subſtan- 


ces, as the Soul and 3 wh there 
nor be a like tare 4 bo bis & three 
created Spirits : and if berween three created 
Spirits z why not berween three wcreated 
Spirits ?. Here again he forgers the Queſti- 
on; the Queſtion is, How ſhall Three in- 
telligent Subſtances and Effences be unired, 
inco One Subſtance and Efſence ? His Anſwer 
is, as the Soul and Body are united. Why, 
Sir, firſt, are Body and Scul intelligent Subs 


Perſons each of them are? or, are Body 
and Soul united into one Subſtance, as thoſe 
other Three are? 'Do not Body and Sout 
remain two Subſtances and Eſſences, a Bodily 
and a Spiricual ; notwirhſtanding their Con- 
currence to the Conſtirution of a Man? 
Does Mr. H—w think, that the Socinians 
are ſo inobſervant, that they need to be in- 
formed him, thar three (or | three 
Thouſand ) Subſtances may be compounded 
rogether into ſome ove Thing, and yer re- 
main as diſtin as they were before : or thar 
we queſtion, whether a Soul can inhabit a 
Humane Body ? Are we ſuch negligent Con- 
ſiderers, that we want to be told, there may 
be a Compoſition (or whatever more fa- 
vourable Name you will give ic) of divers 
Subſtances inro ſome one Thing, of another 
Name and Nature from any of choſe par- 
ticular Subſtances; and yet thoſe Subſtances 
remain diſtin and diverſe ? He thinks, we 
have never ſeen a Chriſtmas-Pye ; where the 


Plums, Mcar, Sugar, Wine, and other Sub» 
ſtances are d and yet are 
wiated inco one Pye. The Thing that we wane 


ro know, is 3 how Three igent Efſences 
or Subſtances can be unired into one intel- 
ligent Eſſence or Subſtance, and yer ſtill be 
Three intelligent Subſtances or Efſences? The 
Body, is far from this 
the Body being no intelligent Subſtance : nor 
the Soul and Body made into one Subſtance ; 
much lefs (as Mr. _ 6 Caſe requires) 

into 
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inro one Sibſtance or Eſſence of the ſame Name 
and Natare with either of them, and y=c till 
remaining Two individual Subſtances or 
Efſences. ; 

Bur befides, thar the Greund of his Hy- 

chefis, appears thus ro be a meer Over- 

hr and Incogirance : there are many 0- 
ther (dangerous) things, in this Explica- 
rion of Mr. '/—-w; of which he will never 
be able, ro give a Tclerable, or ſo much as a 
Confiſtent Account. 


x. What can we make of that Delicious 
Society, berween Three Divine Perſons ; 'of 
which (ir may be) he 1s the firſt tharever 
dreamt ? I doubt, whether ever any Dive 
before Mr. H—w, durſt - prerend ſuch an 
Altrity and Diverſity, i the Deity 3 as to1n- 
xroduce T hree Omniſcient Almighty Beings and 
Spirics, as he expreſly calls chem, Aſſocia- 
ting, Diſcourſing, and Solacing with one-ano- 
ther : if rhis be nor ro make Three Gods, 
*is impoſlible r> imagine what are Three 
Gods ; and ir can never be made appear, 
that the Pagars and Hearhens held more 
Gods, if this Account do not imply more 
Gods, Converſarion, Conſociarion, mutual 
Harmony, Agreement, and Delettarion ; 
which are his very words.3 cannot be con- 
' ceived, bur berween Beings ſo diſtin and 
diverſe, that they can be One in no' Natural 
Reſpe&, bur only in a Civil and Otconomical : 
E will adventure to ſay, that Mr. H—w 
hath here-ſo much over-ſhot his Nark ; that 
no Learned Divine of any Perfwaſton, wi 
ſubſcribe ro his Dodrine. 

2. Bur he ſaich — ah (ar _ 

nor H. Spirit are ſejunttly (or by 
Fr God, ar Adequare Senſe of rhe 
word God; bur only All of rhem rogerher. 
L omit, that this is Herefy, among rhoſe of 
his own Parry 3 whether they be the Nomi- 
141 or Real Trinitarians : who Allagree, that 
cach of the Divine Perſons 15 Perfet God, 
in the moſt Adequate and-Perfe&t Senſe 3 
and this roo, as ſuch Perfon 1s confidered 
ſejuntily, ar as rhe Athanafian Creed ſpeaks 
by biel), We are. compelled, ſaith #ba: 


Creed, by the Chriftian Veriry, to'confeſs ; 
that each of theſe Perſons by himflf (or fe- 
junaly) is Godand Zmd, I fay, I will omic 
this; but how can jr be ovgr-look'd, that 
ifneirher Father, Son, nor Spiric is God, in 
an Adequate or Perfe& Senſe, neither can 
all Three rogether be God. Three Finites 
can never make an Infinite; tay no decer- 
mjoare Number of Finires, how great ſo- 
ever the Namber is, can make an Tfmite, 
I ask, 1s the Father infinite in his Subſtance, 
in his Wiſdom, his Power, his Goodnefs ; 
or is he nor? If he is; hes God in the 
moſt Adequate and Perfe&t Senſe of the 
word God : bur if he is nor, if he is defetive 
in any of theſe, as Mr. H—w- ſuppoſes ; 
Three ſuch (Defective) Perſons as he, can 
never make a Perfe& God, or a God Infi- 
nite 1n all choſe PerfeRions 3: becauſe Three 
Finite (or Three thouſand Finite ) Subſtan- 
ces, Wiſdoms, Powers, Gcodnefles, do nor 
amount to, or inake one Infinite Subſtance, 
Wiſdom, Power, or Goodneſs. 

For the reſt of Mr. #-—w's Book, name- 
ly -che Texts that he has alledged for the 
DoQrine'of the Triniry : I hope, 1 may 
fay withour Vanity, I have given a full 
Anfwerto them in the Reply ro Mr. Milbowvn ; 
ro which cherefore I refer. 


Thus at length we are gone thorow with 
another Sertr, of Accounts and Explicarions 
of the (prerended) Triniry ; and have ſeen, 
thar neicher are che Ateounts  rhemſelves 
juſtifiable, nor do'the Authors of them for- 
bear to condemn one/another, either of T1i- 
theiſm, or of Sabellianiſm : which is to ſay, of 
Thrie Goas ; or elſe of the Socinian Dottyine, 
difpuifed mdark or abfard Words. 

The Biſhops of Worceſter and Sarum, are 
for -a Trinity. But my Lord of Worceſter 
will norfay, a Trinity 'of Whats : Arid m 
Lord of Szymm's Explication of the Trinity, 
is, the Three; when he is among ſpecial 
Friends, he *vmtares ro fay, the Holy Three. 
Bur /bzs being to believe Nothing art all, the 
reſt deſpiſe ir, and give forth particular Ex- 
plications. hy 


The Author of the Trinity: placed in its due 
Light, ſaich 3 the Three Perſons ( ſo much 
ralk'd'of ) are only che Three Attributes, of 
Goodneſs, Wiſdom, and Power : and: for 
this, he vouches the Authority of the Church 
of England, But it is a meer Mockery 
and this Gentleman had no more Cauſe to 
write for the Trinity, chan Dr. $S—th, and 
lefs than Dr. Wallis : He ſhould have forbore 
ro affront God and Man, with his ( roo no- 
rorious_) Difſimulations, in Queſtions and 
Debates of ſo great Concernment. 

The Author of che Twenty cight Propo- 
{itions, and Mr. H—w, are honeſt ' Men, 
and real Trintarfans: but the former having 
aſligned no Nex#s, whereby ro make his 
Three Gods to be one God, but only that 
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Agreement of their Wilks, and thoſe Attyie 
butes and Perfe&ions of their Natures, 
which ſo evidently ſuppoſe them to be (nor 
One, bur) Three Gods; his Hypothetss is 
nor, in that reſpet, ſo dexrrous as Mr. 
Hi—-w's, Eut Mr. H—w, as he ſaw there 
muſt be a Nex#s ; fo he durſt not venture 
to ſay, what the Nexus is, bur only explains 
the ity of it, by the Nexus or Union 
berween the Soul and Body. On the con- 
trary, I have minded him; that the Union 
of rhe: Soul and Body, is alrogether unlike 
ro that inthe (ſuppoſed) Triniry, Becauſe 
neither is-che Body an Inte!ligent Subſtance z 
nor are the Soul and Body unired ( or poſ- 
ſibly. can be ) i:to one Subſtance or Eſſence, 
as 1s affirmed of che Trinicy. 


In Anſwer to his Grace the Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury. 


WT may need ſome Apology, that a Man 
8. ſhould: undertake co Anſwer, and in 
one ſhore Book, ro ſo many. moſt 
Learned Men-: ſome of them of che firſt Or- 
der in the Church; and yer not more emi- 
rent for their Dignity, than for cheir Real 
Worth, and Excelleng Learning. Bur it 
will ſeems ro be meer- Perulance, and Arro- 
gance, thar- we could. not- toxbear- (- fo they 
will ſpeak of ir) the: very. Sermons of che 
Arch-Bykop : who might have-beemheard, 
wich Reſpe&; and:withour anſwering: again'3 
if ir were- but upon chis Conſiderarion, char 
he is the Common Father: of the Nation, and 
has inſtrued the Socinians.chemſelves. with 
the Air and Language of a Father, not of an 
Adverſary. or a Judg. 

I ſhall readily acknowledg all this; even 
the Merics and Erudition-of my: Lords-che 
Biſhops, and Orhers, who: have written on 
this Argumene: andthas it has the appear- 
ance of [|- manners, and-a-bad: ſort of * Spi- 
rit; to-be forward co anſwer: again- to Dig- 
zitles and: Powers, as the Holy Scriptures call: 


our juſt Superiours. As for the Arch-Biſhop, 
rhe Socinians are concerned: for their own 
Repurarion, to: reverence his Perſon, and 
Admonitions : becauſe” *cis agreed among all 
good Men,or that bur profeſs-to be ſuch, thar 
he is reſpe&edand lov'd by All, but thoſe 
thar-are alſo known to hate their Country; he 
hath no- other Maligners, bur- the Enemies of 
their Nation it ſelf, Ow theſe Confideratt- 
ons, we have been ſilence a lovg while, ever 
ſome Years, in which ſome of r/1e Diſcourſes 
here anſwered have: beer publiſhed, - Bur 
che Auchors-of them will pleaſe ro conſider, 
thac "tis a very hard thing; and in che Caute 
of God a thing very blameable; to reſiſt the 
Challenges, made from ſo many Places and 
Hands, by occaſion of theſe Sermons -and 
Diſcourſes. Why do-you not anſwer to che 
Biſhop of Worceſter * Whar can you ſay ro 
che Sermonsof the Arch-Biſhop? Sec here 
an unan{werable Diſcourſe, by. che Biſhop 
of Sarwn:; the Biſhop-of Gl. has ſtopr your 
Mouths, with his Twency eighe Propofiti- 


ans and ro how many- orher Learned Men, 
F 2 have 


have you- nor dared to make any _ 
I am very well content, that rheſe Gentle- 
men ſhould have all the Efteem and Repu- 
ration that js implied in theſe Boaſts, and 
Praiſes of their Parry. I do notenvy them 
any Part of cheir Honcur 3 bur ſhall always 
do my parr, when the Occaſion will admir 
of it, to promore and increaſe it. Bur I 
am not willing, it ſhould be rthoaght, by 
occaſion of our Silence and ReſpeR, that 
they have indeed proved, that there are 
Three Gods; which 1s the true Purporrt of 
ſome of their Explications, even of all rhe 
Real Tiititarians: Or that it ſhould be 
choughr, chat this Controverſy 4s not ( in 
«fe ) given up to 18, by the Explications 
of Others of them, namely of al the Nomi- 
nal Trizitarians; ſuch as Dr. S—th, Dr. Wal- 
lis, Mr. Hooker, and thoſe that tell us only 
of Three Attributes, or not of fo much, bur 
only the Three, or the Holy Three, | 
Beſides, were the Dignity of ſome of 
rheſe our Oppoſers greater than ir is, yet 
the Common-Wealth of Learning owns none of 
.. theſe Titks, Dean, Biſhop, Arch-Eiſhop, 
and ſuch-like 3 ic has no regard for 'em, 
Thar Serene Republick eſtimates all Men, by 
only cheir Performances, in what they under- 
take to maintain,or to oppoſe : Hre,ir ſerves 
but orily ro, make a Man ridiculous, to cha- 
racer or write himſelf, by any of the ( ſpe- 
cious ) Ticles or Advantages of this World ; 
by his Fortune, and not by his Merits, If I 
have really removed, or help'd ro remove, 
the Darkneſs ; that the Men of Myfery would 
bring into Religion: if 7 have effeQually 
proved, that the moſt of 'em have given up 
their Cauſe co us 3 and thar the reſt neicher 
have, nor can deſend ir, without falling in- 
ro Tiitbeiſm, which is to ſay, without re- 
volcing from Chriſtianity, ro Paganiſm, I 
fy, it this be in very deed the Caſe, ic will 
avail my Oppoſers nothing, nor bleniiſh »e 
ar all, that they are great Penſfoners of the 
World, and I am free of thoſt Biaſſes, For 
"ris certain, we have a mighty Propenſity, 


to belicve as is for our Intereſt and Turn.” 


Men will perſwade themſclyes to a great 
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deal, only ro be quiet 3 but if you bribe 
'em too, with great Rewards, what will they 
not ſay, what will they not do? But the 
Church has taken a farther Care, ro keep 
her Sons in the right Way ; for the Fears 
and Awes ſhe propoſes, are even greater 
than her Bribes, For as they who beftow 
their Chiklren upon the Church, reckon rhey 
are amply provided for, in the” Care and 
Favour 3 ſo Wealthy a Mother; and there- 
fore ſeldom give thoſe Children any farther 
Inheritance : ſo this is the occaſion, thar 
theſe adopred Sons, ſhould they do or af- 
firm any thing, contrary to the Commands, 
or che Declarations of the Church, they are 
ſure ro ſtarve, becauſe rhey are ſure to be 
caſt our, I chink therefore, *tis no Immo- 
deſty to ſay," thar our Oppoſers being under 
the Power of ſuch faral Bizſſes z their Do- 
Qrine is che more to be ſuſpeRed, and more 
freely to be examined, becauſe *tis theirs, They 
are*great Men indeed, every way Great, 
that defend againſt us the DoArine of the 
Trinity ; but then, *cis that they muſt main- 
tain ir: ſer *em art Libercy, diſcharge them 
of their Awes and Fears; let the Church- 
Preferments be propoſed as the Rewards of 


only Learning and Piery, as rhey were firſt 
intended, nor of holding theſe or thoſe parti- | 
cular Opinions and ines; and it ſhall 


be ſoon ſeen, how many Eyes this Liberty 
would open, All the Nominal Trinitarians, 
who are the greater Number, would declare 
for us, the very firſt Day ; and for the Real 
Trinit arians, when Men of Senſe and Wit nay 
ſee, they ſoon will ſce. Bur to | no 
more time, in Prefacing; and asking alſo 
Pardon, if there be any thing here ſaid, 
not reſpeAful enough, 


Wwe have Four Sermons of his Grace, the 
Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury, concerning the 
Divinity of our Saviour, preached in the 
Years 1679, and 1680, and publiſhed 1693. 
The Do&rine of the Divinity of our Sawonr, 
has a neceſſary connexion with that of the 
Trinity 3 and till one knolvs what Opinion 
a Writer þas concerning the Trinity, we 
cannot 


cannot tell in what Senſe he holds our. Sa- 
viour is God : But his Grace is very openand 
ingenuous, in declaring his Opinion of the 
Trinity 3 it appears clearly, that he is of che 
Number of the Real Trinitarians, He fo 
holdeth a Trinicy of Divine Perſons, as to 
pnderſtand the word Perſons in the uſual 
and vulgar ſenſe: He hath nor deviſed nor 
complied with a Notion of the word Per- 
ſons, that may ſer aſide ( in effeR ) the 
Dodrine of the Trinity as the Schools, and 
other Nominal Tiinitarians do. 

His words are theſe, at p. 120. © Here I 
« fix, that there are Three Differences in the 
«© Deity, of which the Scriptures ſpeak by 
« the Names of Father, -Son, and Holy 
© Gboſt ; and further ſpeak alſo every where 
* of rhem, as we uſe to do of Three diftinCt 
* Perſons : therefore 1 ſee no Reaſon, why 


« we ſhould nicely abſtain from ufing the 


© the wofd Perſon; th6 1 remember char 
« $. Ferom docs ſomewhere deſire ro be 
« excuſed from ir. 

This is plain and fair Dealing; and I al- 
low hereupon, that his Grace has a Right to 
alledg parcicular Scriptures, to prove the 
Divinity of our Saviour, in the Senſe that 'ris 
believed by the Catbolic Church fo called : 
which thing no Nominal Trinitarias has a 
right to do; becauſe *cis evident that the 
Nominal'Frinitarian can hold the Ditinity or 
the Incarnation of our Saviour in no other 
Senſe, bur-as the Socinians hold it; name- 
ly, that God did inbabit in the Perſon of the 
Lord Chriſt, by an extraordinary Preſence, 
and Exertion of his Power in him, incom- 
parably greater than in former Prophets. 

He hath choſen for his Argument, or 
Text, Fohn 1.14. The WORD was made 
Fleſh, and we beheld bis Glory, the Glory as of 
the only begotten of the Father, Bur he rakerh 
in and urgeth the whole Context ; and ofcen 
expreſſes his Opinion to this effeR : char 
his Context is a' moſt indubirable and moſt 
elear Proof, of the Divinity. of our Saviour 3 
by which he means, that the Lord Chriſt is 
Co-eternal, and Co-equal (in Power and other 


Divige Attributes) ro Gad his Father. And 
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whereas the Socirians expound the Expre{-- 
ſions in this Contexr, ſo as to make it to 
ſay only ; char Chriſt is here ſo called God, 
as Moſes, Solomon, and orhiers are called Gods 
in other parts of H. Scripture ; and that the 
Creation here imputed to him, is only the 
New Creation, char 1s the Renovation of the 
World from. Idolatry and Paganiſm : he an- 
ſwers in. this manner, ar þ. 75. © That there 
« js no cnd of Wic and Fancy, which can 
« turn any thing into any thing 3 and can 
© make whatſoever they pleaſe to be the 
« Meaning of any Book, though never fo. 
* contrary to the very Deſign of the Book. 

In the foregoing Page he ſaith, one may- 
in like manner interpret the firſt Chapter of 
Geneſis, ro be meant only of the New Crea: 
tion; as well as rhe Socinians interpret the 
firſt Chaprer of Sr.” Fohn, to that Senſe and. 
Purpoſe. © One may fay,.thart is the Begin- 
* mng 15 to be underſtood, of the Brginning- 
« of the Maſaical Dijpenſation 3 and the Crea- 
« tion of Heaven and Earth, ſhall -be only 
« the Iloſticucion' of che Jewiſh Polity and. 
« Religion z- and che Chaos or Darkneſs ſhall. 
« ſignify the Stare of Darkneſs and Igno-, 
« rance, in which the World was betore 
« the giving of the Law by Moſes: In a. 
word, that whole Chapter may be allego- 
riz'd by a dextrous Wir, (o as to intend only 
the New Creation 3 as cafily as the Firſt of. 
Sr. Job is, by the Socinians. 

In ſhort, he faich. cheſe two things : 
1. That this Context 1s. very clear, for the 
Divinity of our Saviour 3. he repeateth this 
often,. and magnifies it as a moit weighty. 
Conſideration, 2. That the. contrary In- 
rerpreration by the Socinians, ts only Fancy, 
and Wir ; and as applicable to the fi 
Chapter of Geneſis, or ro any other Wricing, 
or. Book. 


1. That this Conrext is moſt clear, for. 
the Divioity of our Saviour. By the Divi- 
nity of our Sayiour, or the Son, his Grace. 
means z thar the Son was Co-eternal, and Co- 
equal (in Power and all other Divine Attri- 
butes} with God his Facher, And yer L 
believe, 


'believe, ar leaſt I do not remember it, the 
Fathers who have treated of theſe Queſtions, 
made nor this Judgmenr, of this Contexc, 
They did not alledp the Expreſſions of this 
Context, that are alledged by his Grace and 
the Moderns; againſt their Oppoſers the 
Arians : they were aware, that the Expreſ- 
ſions here uſed- will not amount, upon their 
utmoſt Stretch ; ro more than the Arians con- 
rended for. The Arians ſaid; © there 1s 
«. bur One Ged, bur One who was from Ever- 
« laſting, or who is Omniporent 3 he harh 
« none that are Co-eternal or Co-equal to 
« him: bur ſome time before the World was 
« made, he generated (after an ineffable 
_ kable Manner) the Son; to be his 
" yt and Miniſter in digeſting Ovi- 
<« ging! Matter into Order, or to make or 
* frame the World, according to the Model 
« that God ſhould give him. This Sox is 
<« called God in Scripture ; not becauſe he 
« js the moſt High God, or God in the moſt 
« Perfeft Senſt of that word 3 bur being the 
« Maker of the World and of che Creatures 
«.jn it, he is a God with reſpe to them: 
« there is bux one God, and” but one Erea- 
« tor, inthe proper and ſtri& Senſe of thoſe 
« Words; but the Son and Spirit being 
«,pre-cxiſtent ſome time 'to the World, 
« and being rhe Miniſters of God to diſpoſe 
« Matter or Bodies. into the Order defigned 
« by God, in a word ro make (though nor 
& to deſigu or contrive) che World, there- 
& fore they alſo are called in Scripture 
« Gods and Creatoys in this lower Stnſe of 
* the Word, By this, Explication, the A- 
rians ſeemed to rhemſclves to gain theſe 
two Points ; Firft, thar they preſerved rhe 
(Ce inviotable) Unity of the only Trus 

4, 'as our Saviour ſpeaks, which they 
ſaw and confeſt was the grand Deſign of both 
the Teſtaments : Secondly, they hereby fully 
farisfied all the Scripture-Expreflions, ſo 
troubleſom- ro the other Unicarians, which 
call our Saviour 4 God (never, the God, by 
way of” Excellence) and impure to him the 
Creation of the World, I ſay now,. this 


firſt Chapter. of St. Fohn, is with great Co- 
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lour alledged for the Arian Do&rin&; bur 
moſt i inently for the Trinicarian, 
which ic doth not. favour, no not in the 
leaſt. The Trinitarian Dofrine is this ; 
that che Son is. ſo God, as to be Coeeternal 
(or from Everlaſting) with the Fathes ; and 
chat he 1s Co-equal ro the Father, in Power 


 andall other Divine Attributes, How is this 


Doftrine proved, out of this Context of St. 
Fobn 5 which doth not ſo much as intimate 
any fuch thing. His Grace. himſelf, when 
he comes to interpret the particular Ex- 
preſſions, can raiſe 'em no higher than Ari- 
aniſm ; though he —_ them, to prove 
Trinitarianiſm. He ſaith, p. 20. Is the Be- 
ginning here is as much as to ſay, when: things 
began to be made; and again at p. 35. Inthe 
Beginning, thatis, the Son already was when 
things began to be created, I ask now, is 
this ro prove the Co-eternity, or that the Son 
was from Everlaſting ; doth it prove any- 
more than Arianiſm, that the Son was gene- 
rated ſome r1me before the World ? - 

Bur though he cannor find the Co-eternity 
in the Words of Sr. John ; yet he cag inter- 
prer his own Interpretation of Sr. Fohy's 
Words, ſo. as to make: out the Co-eternity. 
For in the Pages: before cited he ſaith; I 
the, Beginning, that 1s, the Son already was,. 
when Things began to be : and by conſequence, 
the Son was without a Beginning, far that which 
was never madt,, could, have no: Beginning of its 
Bring, How, Sir, ts that a: good Conſe. 
ene or any Conſequence at:all? For 
uppoſing the Son was, when. the- World 
began ro be 3 which is, not yer Six thouſand 
Years ago: will ic follow, that therefore be 
mas abſolutely withayt 4 Beginning, or was -ne- 
ver made ? He might ſure be: generated or 
made 1n the Laritude of Erertucy, in ſome 
Duration (though we have no Period b 
which ro. denomirace that Duration) before 
the World, and. yet be 2a: mucb. ſenior to 
che World 3 as the- Arians, and: (moſt of 
che) Antenicene Fathers held, by Confeſſion 
of D. Petavins. and archers of the more 
Learned and Ingenuous of our. Oppoſers, 


There 


« 
- 


There are feveral ſuch Interpretations of 
this firſt Chapter of Sc. Fobn's Goſpel, given 
by che Unirarians, parcicularly by H#. Grotins, 
and the Author of the Br. Hiſtory of che 
Unitarians z that ir would do no Service to 
his Grac's Deſign, though we ſhould granc 
him whac he here coneends for, that ## the 
Begianiag here, is as much-as to ſay without: 
Beginning : yer it was proper for me, to ob- 
ſerve, that he had no Reaſon to fay, thac 
this Context milicarces for the Divinity of our 
Saviour, -48 'tis now underſtood and beld.; be- 
cauſe (as I have ſhown) the very uemeſt 
rhat can be (poſlibly) made of -chis Gon- 
text, is only the Antemandane (net the Go- 
eternal) Exiſtence of the Son. And he-can 
leſs prove from hence that Omnipotence, or 
other Divine Attributes, belong ro our 
Saviour ; becauſe though the Arians mer- 
prert the Making of the World and of all things, 
ro be the Making of Heaven-and £arth : 
yet neither they, nor the Contegc, can be 
wreſted ro mean thereby, any more than 
this; that primeval Matter was made into 
the Form which we «call the-Worid by che 
Son, as the Inſtrumeacand Minifter ;of God, 
and according to the Toon or Model 
deſigned and appointed b | 

Briefly, in © jon-co his Grace's Pro- 
poſition, that chis Context is moſs clear for 
the Divinity of our Saviour z meaning rhere- 
by, that he is Co-eternal and Co-equal with 
God his Farther : I (humbly ) anſwer, thac 
neicher were the Fatbers of 'this Scnriment, 
m their Diſputes wich che Artans 3 nor 4n 
very deed can the Gontext be raiſed, to 
ſpeak more than Arianiſm 3 forir afhrms 
only, in ics urmoſt Screrch, rhe Antemundane 
(nor the Pre-erernal) Exiſtence of our Sa- 
viour, and chat he was #he Miniſter of God 
to digeſt Primeval Matter, into 1ts preſen: 
Order. 


2. That the Inteypretation of this Com 
text by the Socinians, is only Invention, 
_ Wir ; and 1s as applicable to 
che 


ſ{ Chaprer of Geneſis, or-20-any other 
Wriring or Book,, as to this firſt Chapter 
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- And he that ſhould not thus in 


f 


of Sr, .Fobn. Bur tet his Grace purthe Caſe,. 
as 1c really is; and I am content £0 join Iſue 
wich - him, upon the inſtance he hach here 
given, He faich, the firſt Chapter of Genefs 
may as well be interpreted of only the New 
Creation, or new Modclling of things in Hea- 
ven and on Earch ; us the firſt Chaprer of 
Sc, Zorn. The firſt Chapter of Sr. Zobn ſpeaks 
of a certain Perſon, namely of the Lord 
Chriſt, who is confeſſed to have been a Man 5 
and yer ic faich of him, all things were trad 
by bim ; and again, the World was made by 
bim, Hereupon, che Socinians think ir were 
a wild Extravagance, roimagine more Gods, 
or New Creator55 Contrary © the Tenor and 
the Defign of both che Teſtaments : rhere- 
fore, ſay chey, the E iſt who was a 
Few, (peaks here of the , Inche uſual 
Sule and of the Jews; who were 
want to (ay, they ay it in almoſt all their 
Ancient Books, that the Meſsas ſhould 
a New World, he ſhould make all Things 
new ; he ſhould aboliſh Paganiſm and 1dola- 
try from among the Nations, and thereby 
(as the Prophets alſo ſpeak) create a New 
Heigum and New Earth, "Tis well, fairh his 
Graze; and -why may not enether Man-as 
well come -and i the firſt Chaprer 
of Geneſzs,.after the ſame manner ? 1 anſwer; 
if char Chapter impured che Creation there 
{poken of, xo Moſes; if it ſaid, In the Be- 
ginning Moſes cremed the Heavens and che 


y 
to lay 
and Earth arethe Jewiſh Polity and Religion; 
and that the Zaght is that Law of God given 
by che Miniſtry of Moſes, by  which-the 
former Ignorance or Darkneſs was diſpelled.. 
3 buc 
” 
luppole that a Han made the Heavens and, 
Earth, in he licreral Senſe ; ſhould cicher 
make the Author of the Book a Blaſphemer, 
or himſelf a Fool, We abide therefore by 
his Grace's Inſtance 3 we ſay it, we affirm 
it :. that if che firſt Chapter of. Genofis ampu- 
rect 


oy 


ay- 
3 He 


che Uai 


gn-of both 


ir ought to be the very firſt Rule of intcr- 
ng Sc. Fehr 


Was the WORD 


other God but me: And 
findi 


he Faich of 


preſerve inviolably & 

of God. Therefore 
ing, 1s the beginning 
concluded, we muſt not ir 


moreover, that to eſtabliſh the - 
God, is the chief Defi 


ſhalt have no 


Scripture 5 ſo to interpret, as: to 
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Fobn's nriring bis Goſpel; and more parc 
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Thar a Cerinthus 
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that chere is but One tru God, and bur One 
Creator of the Viſible World, he would rhere- 
fore be aware, thar the Creation and 
World here imputed to the Lord Chriſt, 
was the Spiritual Heavens and Earth ;, of which 
the Prophets ſpeak, and which che Aſeſſins 
was to make. He obſerved, that the Serip- 
tures abound wich ſuch Metaphors and Fi- 
ures, even when they ſpeak of God, For 
o, for Inſtance; becauſe *ris an 
Truth, chat God is Omnipreſene and Infi- 
nite, and conſequently hath no Figure or 
Shape : Therefore the Scriptures, truſting 
ro the Judgment of rhe moſt common Rea- 
ders, doubc not to ſpeak of the Eyes, Arm, 
Hand, Back-parts, Bowels of God they 
queſtion nor chat the moſt ordinary Capa- 
city will underſtand, chat all fuch Expret- 
ſions are meant Figuatively, namely to de- 
note. the Univertal Sight, rhe Power, the 
Mercies ( and ſuch-like ) of God. 

O fie, ſays his Grace 3 How ſtrangely has 
this Man miſtook, for want of che Light of 
Ancient Biſtory ? Why, he interprers Scrip- 
ture, by Scripture 5 and by Reaſon, and Wit : 
not by the Fathers, and the old Hiſtorians of 
the Church's Party. He ſhould have look'd 
firſt, into Epipbanius and Irenexs ; where he 
might have ſeen very wonderful Tales about 
the Word, the Life, the Fulneſs, the Only- 
begotten : which che Gnoſtics rook to be fo 
many Divine Emanations, Powers, or Be- 
ings. Thez he ſhould have taken up this 
Goſpel of St, John ; and thd Folm fays no» 
ching of Ebion, Cerinthus, or the Gnoſtics 3 
yet becauſe obs hath, by chance, uſed rhe 
words Life, Fulngs, Only-bagotten, Sotinus 
ſhould have imagined, thar this was inrended 
for the Confutarion of thoſe Gnoſtics, and 
of Ceriathus and Ebion, | 

I marvel much, how his Grace ſhould 
know, that = bens _ _- 

ious Authors pb anaws N 
rs Tale of the Gnoffics :and their E- 
oxs 2 Lam of Opinion, thar Seciavs had ſeen 
theſe Fooleries, in thoſe Authors, and yer 
thought he had very rcaſon to believe, 


that St. Jobn had quice anocher Aim, than 
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ro confute the Gnoftics, Wichour doubt So- 
cinus had read in the Kcclefiaſtical Hiſtory 
of Eufebius, what Account the Antients give 
of the Occaſion, of Saint John's writing his 
Goſpel 3 an Account very. different from 
this of his Grace. The Antients ſaid, © char 
*. the other Evangeliſts having committed 
« to writing only the Geſts of our Saviour, 
** during one Yeat's ſpace: therefore the 
* Apoſtle Zobn, being thereto requeſted, 
« declared in a Goſpel according ro him, 
«* the Time-that was palled over by the 0- 
« ther Evangeliſts; and what was done, 
* by our Saviour, therein. Eſeb, 1. 3. c.24. 
This is whatiche Antients ſaid : as for the 
Hiſtorical Occaſion alligned by his Grace, we 
may well think, it was below che Gravi 
of this Apoſtle, to confure the ( wild 
Groſtics and their ( Chimerical ) Eons, to 
heve any reſpe&t, or take any norice of 
ſuch ( fickly') Dreams. I am of Opini- 
on, that rhere is no Hiſtorian, ( Iam ſure, 
there is no Antient Hiſtorian ) who 

that Hiſtorical Occaſios of St. Fobn's wri- 
ting ; even the Gnoſtics and their Eons; men- 
tioned by his Grace. In ſhore, he harh nor 
very juſtly blamed Socinus, for not knowing 
an Hiſtorical Otcafion, which is mentioned by 
no Hiſtorian, 

Whereas his Grace thinks fir, to obje& 
ro us Ehion and Cerinthus : who denied, he 
ſlanh, the Divinity of our Saviour; ſaying, 
he had no Exiſtence, before he was bop 
of Mary, I confeſs, I have mer with theſe 
two Names in the-Church-Hiſtory, 

Concerning Ebjon, it is doubred by the 
Cricicsz whether ever there was any ſuch 
Man? Origen ( cont. Celf. 1, 2.' and Philocad. 
c. 1.) intimates, that che Ebioritrs were (6 
called from their Poverry ; the word Ebio- 
mes ſignifying Poor Men. Nor is ic to be 
wondred ; that rhis Name was given by 
ſome, to the firſt Chriſtians: becauſ® in 
very deed, the Church art firft conſiſted 
on the moſt part, if nor alcogerher ) of 

meaner and poorer Soft; 1 Cor, 1. 26. 

Tt know your Calling, Brethren ; how not ma- 
ny Mighty, nor many Noble, are cafled, Ref6f- 
G mation, 
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mation, almoſt atways, begins, ar the poor- 
er fort of People: cheſe having nothing 
to loſe,. nor having any Intereſts that de- 
pend.on the Public, their Subſiſtence coming 
from-cheir own Hands and Induſtry 3 they 
have none of thoſe Hopes or Awes that de- 
rer others, from ſecing or owning the 
Truth. 

As for Cerinthus, he is made to be a great 
Unirarian, our very Author and Founder ; 
by moſt of our Modern Oppoſers: who 
alſo will have ir, that St. Fohn wrote this 
Goſpel purpoſely againſt Etion,.( who ne- 
ver was } and againſt this Cerinthus, Bur 
very many of the Antients, who lived 
neareſt to the Apoſtolic Times, and ſome 
of them in choſe very Times, were fo little 
of the Opinion z, thar Sr. John. wxote his 
Goſpel, againſt Cerintbus.: chat they be- 
HGeved, that. Cerintbus was the true Author 
of the Goſpel, impured to St. Fobn, Thus 
much is certain, and confe(s'd by 'em All ; 
char the Antient Unitarians ( from the A- 
poſtolic Times, to the Nicene Council, or 
chereabouts ) did reje& the Goſpel,. Epi- 
ftles, .and Revelarion, now reckoned to Sr. 
John; and ſaid rhey were written by the 
Heretic Cerinthus, ro confirm rhis Herertic's 
Cabbaliftic ard Platonic Notions abour the 
A2 or Word, and his Jewiſh Dreams a- 
bour the Millenary Kingdom ( cr Thou- 
ſand Years Reign ) of the Meſſias upon 
Earth. 

The truth is, this is a very obſcure, and 

zling Part of Hiſtory. For if Ceriathus 
held the Unity of God, and denied the Di- 
vinity avd. the Pre-cxiſtence of our Savi- 
our 3 a5 his. Grace and the Moderns ſuppoſe : 
neither, ir ſhould ſeem, would the Unita- 
rians have reckoned him a Heretic 3 nor 
have. rejeed. the Books. which they ſup- 
poſed ro be bis, namely, the Goſpel, Epi- 
files, and Revelarion now attributed to St. 
John, I confeſs, th6. I affirm nothing in 
rie matter, 1 ſhould be glad ro ſee a good 
Aniwerz.to the Exceptions againſt the 
Bouks which we receive as St. To's, chat 
were. made. by the Anticnt . Laitarians : 


who were Contemporaries to the Firſt F1- 
thers of rhe Church; and were older than 
any of thoſe Fathers whoſe Works ave now ex- 
tant, See here a ſhort Account, what were 
the Allegations of the Unirariansz out of 
Exſtbius, but eſpecially our of Sr, Epiph+- 
nivs, who hath written very largely of this 
Matter, Hareſ. Alog. c. 4- and 22, and 32, 

I. They ſaid ic was the Current Opinion, 
and General Tradition, that Cerinthzs, and 
not Sr. Zobn, was Author as well of the 
Goſpel and Epiſtles, as of the Revelation, 
that go under St, Fobn's Name : for as to 
the Revelation, *twas ſcarce doubred by any 
to be the Work of Cerinths ; and as ſuch, 
was wrote againſt by divers Learned Men of 
the Catholic Perſwaſson, as *tis now called. 

2. That thus Gcſpel is wholly made uſe 
of, by the Cerinthians and Valentinians, the 
Two chief Sets of the Gnoſtics. And in 
very deed St. Jreneus dorh alſo ſay, that the 
Gnoſtics, the Followers of Valentinus, did 
moſt readily uſe the Goſpel of Sr. Fohn. 
His words are theſe, Eo oft ſecundum Fo- 
bannem. Pleniſſume Utentes; ad oftenſanem Con- 
Jugationum ſuarum : 3. e, They.very greedily 
ule the- Goſpel of Sr. Fohn, as a Proof of 
their Eons, £46.3. c.11. How is it poſit 
ble ro reconcile what his Grace ſays, with 
theſe rwo Obſervations of St, Epipbanixs, 
and Sr, Irenexs, Authors to whom his Grace 
himſelf refers us 3 namely, that the Gno- 
ſtics offer'd this very Goſpel, as the Ground 
and Proof of their Platonic Notions abour 
the Word, the Life, the Fulneſs, and other 
Eons; and that the Unicariavs rejzeed Cerin- 
thus, as an Heretic, and for-his ſake the Go- 
{pcl now called Sc, Foby's ? 

3-. They objeRed, that the other Three 
Evangeliſts ſuppoſe all along, that our Sa+ 
viour preached. buc one Year; and there- 
fore they. reckon but one Paſſover : but 
( the . pretended ) St. Fohn counts: Three 
Years,, and Three Paſſovers Which 
ſcems.to be an unaccountable ContradiRion, 
and yet is granted onall Hands ; ſome find+ 
ing a Fourth Yecarand Pafloyer, 


4. The 
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4. The other Evangeliſts agree, that im- 
mediately after his Baptiſm, our Lord was 
led into the Wilderneſs, to be rempred 4o 
Days. But Cerinthus, who knew not the 
Series or Order of our Saviour's Life and 
Miracles, ſays in the Goſpel which he has 
(fay they) forged for Sr. Fobnz that the 
next Day after his Baptiſm, our . Saviour 
ſpake with Andrew and Peter; and the Day 
aſter wene into Galilze 3 and on the third 
Day was at a Wedding in Cana and aſter this 
he departed wich his Mother and Bre- 
thren to Capernawm, where he abode ſome 
time, 

5. He has fcigned an Epiſtle, as from 
St. Joks, ro the Biſhop and Church of Tbya- 
tiraz in which he greatly commenderh the 
Biſhop and Church for Faith, Parience, and 
Good Works ; blaming them nevertheleſs, 
for ſuffering Fexb?! ro vend her-ſelf for a 
Prophereſs, Revel. 2, 19, 20, But 'ris cer- 
rain, and notorious among all the Biſhops 
and Churches of 4a, faid the Unicarians 3 
that chere was no. Biſhop, no nor Church at 
Thyatira, till a long rime after St. Zobn's 
Death; the Sceds of a Church, which St. 
Payl had begun to ſow there, being rooted 
up by the Perſecution ; that was ſhortly at- 
rer raiſed againſt them. *Tis a very ridi- 
culaus Anſwer, that is made to this Exce 
tion by Epiphanizs z who being ſenſible 
(becauſe himſelf was originally of Az) of 
the Truth of this Obje&ion, 15 forced to be 
content wich this vain Elufion : that St. Fobn 
in.thar Epiſtle to.Thyatira wrices prophetically ; 
that is, he only foretcls the furure Verrues 
and Faults of the Biſhop and Church, which 
ſhould in time to come be gathered and ſer- 
led at Thyatira, Burt to return, to his Grace's 
Sermons. | 


Whereas in his firſt Sermon he alledges 
the words, of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews ; 
In theſe laſt days God bath ſpoken to us by his 
Son, by whom alſo he made the Worlds, Heb,1.2. 
I deny nor, thar the.Greek word &:@y4; doth 
ſometimes (in H. Scripture) ſignify World 
or Worlds; but neither will his Grace deny, 


s 


char it's more uſual, and alſo irs proper Sip- 
nification, is Ages : and accordingly, fo it 1s 
tranſlated (in the Vulgar Latin) by Sr. 7-- 
rom; who laith here, Per quem ſecit & ſecula. 
Therefore divers, of the moſt Learned Cri- 
tics of the Trinicarians, underſtand this Text 
of the Goſpel-Ages; of which, the Lord Chrift 
is (under God) the undoubred Aurhor, Buc 
ler us ſay, that diva; here is World : yer 
Grotius (1n 1.) gives very good Reaſons, why 
we ought to render the Text, thus; for 
whom be madt the Worids. i, t. God made the 
World, for the Meſſias ; or with Intention te 
ſubje& ir to him, in the Fulneſs of Time. 
Would a Man build the Belief of more Gods 
than one, contrary to the whole Currext, and 
moſt expreſs Words of the reſt of Scripenre, 
on a Text {o uncertain, as this is ? 

He urgeth alſo that Text to the Colofli- 
ans; where 'tis ſaid of our Saviour, By hin 
were all Things created, that are in Heavts, and 
that art in Earth, Col, 1. 16. He obſerves 
moreover, that in che foregoing Verſe, the 
Lord Chriſt is called the Firft-born of twery 
Creatwe : and he (ecks to prove, I think he 
has proved it; chat Fir/i-born here,is as much 
as to ſay the Htir, or Lord of every Crea- 
cure. 

I will omir, that the greater Number of 
the Critics and more Learned Iarerprecers, 
of his Grac?'s own Party, . and among them 
Athazafiies himſelf, tranſlate and incerprer 
that. Text 3 nor of che Real Creating, or Ori- 
ginal Making ; bur of the Modelling of all 
Things : fo as to make this Senſe, By the 
Lord Chriſt, who is of God made Heir and 
Lord of all things, have all cheſe things 
(both in Heaven and Earch) been AModel- 
led; 1, e. changed ro a New, and Better E- 
ſtare. He hath modelled all things on the 
Earth, by aboliſhing Paganiſm and Idolatry ; 
and ſubſlicuring in cheir room the Knowledy, 
and the Worſhip of the.xrue God : in-Hea- 
ven he hach made a very great Change ; the 
Angels, and other .heavenly Powers, being 
put under his DireRions, and by him em- 
ployed in the Defence and Succour of the 
Faichful : Heb, 1..14- Rev. 1.1, This js the 
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Senſe of very many of the more Learned of 
our Oppoſers, both Antients and Moderns, 
concerning this Text: bur, as I (aid, I will 
not infiſt on this Conceſſion ; there 15 ano- 
rher Interpretation of this Text, which (ir 
may be) is the truer. It is the Account 
given of ir, by Sc. Fohn Chryſoflom, in the 
Opus Imperſefium on Sr. Matthew's Goſpel ; 
he reads'thus. The Firſt-born, or the Har or 
Lord (to which Senſe, his Grace alſo agree- 
eth) of all Creatures; For, for bim were all 
things created, that are in Heavin, and that art 
in Earth, So the Senſe is, all things were 
originally created by God, for the Lord 
Chriſt ; namely, ro ſubje& them (in the 
Fulneſs of Time) to Him and bis Law. In 
like manner, we oughr to 'read at the 16th 
Verſe of this Firſt ro rhe Coloſſians 3 not 
with our Enghſh Tranſlation, All Things 
were created by him and f#r him : but, all 
Things were created for him and to him. 
For the Greek words are of evrs x) es 
v7 3 in -* words, _ {= being 
| as exeperical '( or - 
of ek therefore the Senſe'of 
necefſiry is, for him and to him; 3. e.' for his 
Uſe, and to his Service, Andctheſe 
clear to us the 19th Verſe; which in the 
Engliſh Tranſlation runs thus : He is before ali 
things, and by bim all things confiſt : but es 
ad yur, ought to have been rendred above 
all things; and miyi iy dum cover is, 
they all confift aud are united in bim, namely as 
in their Feed or Governour, So the Mean- 
ing of the whole Context, will be thisz © For 
« him were all things created, char are in 
« Heaven, and that are in Earth, whether 
&* they be Thrones, or Dominions, or Prin- 
« cipalicics 5 they were All (I fay) creared 
« for him and fo him : atid now, itt the Ful- 
' + neſs of time, he is aually ſet above them; 
« and in him as in their Head they are all 
** united and conſiſt, There can be nothing 
more »&xwa!i, thanthis Tranſlation ; there 1s 
no need of deviſmg aſecornd God, and another 


Gn ro make out Se. Pauls Senſe in this 
PHICE, | 
Towards the Conclufion of his firſt Ser- 
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mon, his Grace ſays, at f. 44+ that the $0- 
cinjan Interpretation of the firſt Verſes of 
St. Fobn's Goſpel, contraditts that Inrerpre- 
tation of thoſe Verſes, which hath been re- 
ceived ; nor only by all the Fathers, bur e- 
ven by the general Conſent of all Chriſtians, 
for Fifteen hundred Tears together. 1 know his 
Meaning ; ir contradicts the Arlans, as well 
as the Trinit2n1ans Interprerion of this Con- 
rext 3 which rwo Parties made the whole 
Body of Chriſtendom, | 

Well; ſappoſe this : why may we not 
own, thar Time and long Confideration do 
improve all ſorts of Science, and every part 
of Learning; whecher Divine, or Hamane ? 
I do not think ir, to be any Diminurtion of 
Socinus ; that it may be ſaid of him, and of 
this Context, 


" Erit E'tetris Longe Caligins Umbris, 


He hath reſcuud it, from that Darkneſs an4 
Obſcurity, in which it long lay. 


Nor do I underſtand, that a Period of 
I; Ages (or 1500 Years) & any ſuch great 
Credir, were ir true, to his Orace's Cauſe : 
for how much younger is Popery ? And if 
of ſeventeen Apes of Chriſtianity, we have 
(as we undoubredly have) the rwo firſt ; 
much Good may do his Grac?, with the 0- 
ther > = muſt not deny us the two, 

ze firſt ; generally ſpeaking. ' We 
will wreſt it, from all he World; that the 
— Creed, which was the only Creed 
of the Three firſt Ages, is wholly Unicarian, 
and perfeAly contradiQs that Interpretation, 
of the beginning of Sr, Fobr's Goſpel, which 
his Grace ſeeks to advance, 

But why doth his Grace ſay 3 that not 
only all the Fathers, but all Chriſtians have, 
for theſe Fifteen Ages, agreed in his Inter- 
pretation of this Context ? Have there been 
no Chriſtians in rhe World, for 1500 Years; 
bur only tht Arians, and Trinitarians 2 Or was 
Socinus the firſt, for that (itmay be) was 
his Gract”'s Meaning 3 1 ſay, was Socinas the 
firſt Man, who departed from the Arjan and 
Irink- 


Trinitarien Senſe of this Context? It 1s trac, 
the Antient Unitarians did generally reje& 
the Goſpel, and other Picees, now attribu- 
red to Sr. John; yer becauſe they. faw, ir 
began ro grow into credit among the ocher 
Denominarions of Chriſtians, many of which 
had been ſeduced by the Platonic Philoſo- 
phers that came over to Chriſtianity : there. 
fore they were careful to ſhow them, that ic 
was capable of a very allowable Senſe ; and 
that it doth nor appear, thar either Sr. John 
or Cerintbus 1 ro advance a Second 
God. Of theſe Unitarians, Paulus ( Pa- 
eriarch of Antioch) and Photinus (Metropo- 
lican of Iyricum) did not expreſly deny the 
Authority of the Goſpel called Sr, Fobn's ; 
but interpreted ir. In the Beginning was the 
WORD, and the WORD was with God; 
the lacter, ſaid they, was intended ro cx- 
plain the former : for the Meaning is, the 
Word was from the Beginning with God, 
in the Intention, Mind, or Decree of God. 
This Senſe of Chriſt's being in che Begin- 
ning (or from the Beginning) with God; 
they confirmed by the expreſs Words of 
Sc. Peter concerning him : 1 Pet. r. 19. Who 
wutrily was fort-ordaintd, btjore the Fomndation 
of the World; but was manifeſted in theſe laſt 
Times, Burt whereas the WORD is here 
alſo called a God; they ſaid : char Chriſt 
being the Son of God, generated not by 
Man but by the Divine Power, he ought nor 
ro be reckoned among meer Creatures; as his 
Generation was Divine, ſo alſo ought his 
Name to be 3 yer always remembring, that 
chere is but One true God, denied, that 
the Auchor ought to be underſtood as ſaying, 
in the following Verſes ; that all Things 
were made by him, and the World was made 
by him : that was not his Intention, bur all 
Things were made for him, the World was 


made for him ; which the Jews always af- 
firmed of the Meſſias. Ir is certain, rhat the 
Unicarians, "the Followers of Pazlus and 
Photiaus, abounded every where ; and even 
poſſefſed ſome whole Provinces : therefore 


chere was no cauſe for his Grace ro fay ; that 
for 100 Years, all Chriſtians incerprered 
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chis Context of St, John, either as the 4Arizes 
or Trimitarians do; the Antient Unitarians 
knew how to ineerprert it, without introdu- 
cing more Gods or more Creators, Ar þ. 67, 
his Grace faith; thar if the Interpretarion 
of Socinus he true, here are rio Things 
very wonderful, ard almoſt incredible. 1. That 
the Fathers who lived ſo very near to St. 
Fobn's time, and therefore were moſt likely 
to know his Meaning ; as Ienatizs, 7uſtin, 
Athenagoras, Irmeus, Tertullian, Origen, ſhould 
ſo _—_—— - 2. That che whole 
Chriſtian World, for ſo many Ages together, 
ſhould fall, or ſhould be leq __ fo = an 
Error ; as this muſt be confeſſed to be, if 
Chriſt had —_ no Exiſtence before he was 
conceived in the Womb of Bleſſed Mary. He 
adds, rhat Amelizzs (a Platonic Philoſopher ) 
who was a more indifferent Judg than c- 
ther che Orchodox or rhe Arians, did un- 
derſtand this Paſſage of Sr. John 3 wirhour 
any Thought, thar John ſpoke (nor of the 
Old) bur of the New Creation, or the Refor- 
mation of rhe World by the Preaching of the 
_— : and rhat no indifferent Reader 
would fo underſtand ir, unlefs he were firſt 
biaſſed by ſome very ſtrong Prejudice. 

To the frft; concerning the Fathers, who 
lived (as his Grace ſays) neareſt to Sc. Fohn's 
time : we have nored before, thar divers of 
che Farhers who were neareſt ro the Age 
of St. Fobn, did not believe this Goſpel to be 
written by St. Fohn; bur by Cerinthus, And 
if ſome of chem believed chis ro be Sc. Fohn's 
Goſpel ; yer it certainly appears, that borh 
then, and for a long rime after, the Chriſtian. 
Church generally underſtood this Context, 
either as the Antient, or as the Modern Uni- 
tarians do, For in the Creed which they 
called rhe Apoſtolic Creeg, becauſe ir con- 
cains the erne Apoſtolic Doarine and Tra- 
dition 3; and which was their only Creed : the 
Lord Chriſt is (unconteſtably) ſpoken of as: 
having no Exiſtence, before he was generated 
in the Womb of Bleſſed Mary, by the Spirit of 
God 


But whereas his Grace is teaſed, parti- 
cularly ro name Hgnaties, 7uſtin, Origen, and 
ſome. 


ſome others: we are ready to diſpute it, in 
che preſence of the Learned World ; that 
rhe Farhers mentioned by his Grace, were 
les of rhe Mind of the preſent Trinicarians, 
than of ours. They held the Doarine that 
was afterwards called Ariaziſm 3 they be- 
lieved the Antemundane Exiſtence, of our Sa- 
viour : bur neither that he was Co-eternal, or 
Co-equal witch the Father 3 nor that he, in 
Conjun&tion with the Father and Spirit, 
makerh up the One true God, They were 
conſtant ro this 3 that rhe Father is the only 
True, and moſt High God. IT know, what 
our Oppoſers will here objet 3 Dr. Bus 
Book on this Argument, Bur we havean 
Anfiver ready, to rhe (Artificial) Eluſions 
of chat Treatiſe : an Anſwer fo clear, (o 
ſincere, and written with that Temper and 
Modeſty 3 char we may well hope, it will 
have a preſent Effe& on all Learned, and 
— HY Perſons, wheneyer *cis pub- 
liſhed. 

To the other ; that if the Socinian Inter- 
preration be true, the Chriſtian World has 
heen in 4 moſt groſs Error, theſe many Apes. 
we think, that *cis no wonder at all ; that 
the Chriſtian World (as his Grace comple- 
ments his Party) fhould have been, a very 
long time, in a groſs Error. The Worſhip 
of Relichs, the Invocation of dead Men, the 
Belief ot che Real Preſence in the Euchariſt, 
che Efficacy of Bapriſm to regenerate, the 
thouſand Years Reign, and divers more, are 
all of them older 3 and ſome of them as ge- 
neral, as the Dofrine of a Trinity, of C0- 
eternal and Co-equal Divine Perſons, 

But furthermore, who is Ignorant; Iam 
ſure, his Grace is not : by what Arts and 
Torrors, the Chriſtian World (as his Grace af- 
fe&s to ſpeak in this matter ) hath been con- 
ſtrained, to profeſs and hold this monſtrous 
Doarine ? If, as his Grace ſays, this Context 
of St. Join were ſo clear 3 for the Divinity of 
our Savivur, as 'ris now held: what needed 
all char great Stir that has been made, by 
Church-Cenſures, and Sanguinary Laws to ſe- 
cure the Belief of ir? Who ever heard of 
Laws and Penalties, ro make People believe, 
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that the Sun ſhines ? which is tor, they ſay, 
more clear, than their Dofrine inH, Scrip- 
ture, We ſee then, . that whatever our Op- 
poſers prerend ; of the great Clearnefs of 
St, Fobn, on their Side-: they really belicyc 
nothing leſs. If they truly believed, as they 
lay 3 they would never think ic neceffary, 
ro ule the Precaution of ſuch mighty Awes, 
and Draconic Sanftions, to maintain a Faith 
ſo obvious (as they pretend) to every un- 
prejudiced, and every honeſt Man. As ta 
Friend Amelins ; I think ir ſufficient, to ſay. 
Thar the Credit of the Trinitarian Cauſe 
runs very low: when an Uncertais Tale, of 
an Obſcure Platoniſt, of no Reputation eicher 
for Learning or Wit, is made to be a 

Parr of the Proof, that can be alledged for 
rheſe Dorines, 

I ſhall add no more, on his Grace's Obſer- 
vations upon this firſt Chapter of St, Fobn's 
Goſpel, Bur it may be, the Author of the 
Trinity placed in its due Light, will expe& to 
be heard; concerning a Criticiſm, that he 
hath advanced. The Socinians are wont to 
ſay; thar the 14th Verſe of this Chapter, 
rendred in our Engliſh Bibles, the WORD 
was mads Fleſh, might have been tranſlated, 
the WORD was Fleſh, or Man : becauſe 
(the Greek) #34rem in this very Chapter, 
1s rendred (at Verſe 6.) by was, not by 
was made ;, even by ,our Oppoſers them- 
ſelves. To this, he anſwers; that the true 
Critical Difference, berween jy and iMverr is 
this: that jy ſignifies a ching co be ſimply 
ſuch, as is there exprefſed ; but z34rsn im- 
porrs a Change of it, from ſome former 
State, Well, *"we grant, that ordinarily.ic is 
ſo; bur he himſelf dares nor pretend, thar 
always it is ſo, When the Nature of the 
Subjet ſpoken of, will not admir of-it ; and 
when ir appears, that the Writer is full of 
Solecilms and Improprierties : an [nterpreter 
is not to be blamed, if he rather admits « 
leſs common Form of Speaking ; than of an Ab- 
ſurd ard Impoſſible Doctrige. But neither do 
we Care at all, whether our Oppoſers read 
here, the WORD was made Man, which is 
his Grace's Reading 3 or as we do,.the WORD 
Was 
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was a Man z for one of theſe implies no 
more than the other. There is no diffe- 
rence berween theſe two Propoſitions, the 
WORD was made a Man, and the WORD 
was a Man : for the former is ror ſaid, ro 
denote that the WORD was ſomething elſe 
before ir was made a Man; bur only, that 
when God made the WORD, he made him 
a Man, not an Angel, or cther Being ſupe- 
riour to Men, And this the Holy Scrip- 
rures are careful elſewhere alſo to tell us 3 
particularly at Heb. 2. 9g. Ht was-made lower 
than the Angels, Of which Text this Author, 
if he pleaſes, (or if he can) may give us 
ſuch an Account, as will conſiſt with the 
Divinity of our Saviour : but the clearneſs 
of the Context there, will ſer aſide all Criti- 
cal Eluſcons, 
Bur I return to his Grace, 

Afrer having improved his Text, to the 
uttermoſt z his Grace proceeds to alledg 
rwo ſorts of Texts, to prove ( furrher ). the 
Diviniry of our Saviour. The firſt ſort 15 
of rhoſe, which ſpeak of-our Saviour as 
pre-exifting, before he appeared in the 
World. The ſecond aſcribe ro him, che 
Creation of the World ir (ſelf. On theſe 
laſt, I have madea large Criticiſm, in the 
Anſwer to Mr. Milbourz; of the other, it 
will be convenient to ſay ſomerhing here. 

1. He obſerveth, that our Saviour faith 
of himſelf; that He aſcended into Heaven, and 
came down from Heaven : That, He ſhall af- 
cend up, where be was before : That, He came 
from God, ana goes to God : That, He came 
from the Father, and goeth to the Father. 
St, Jobn adds concerning him, that, X? was 
with the Father, and then was manifeſted to 
#s, All this js our of the Goſpel and Ept- 
ſties of Sr. Fobn 5 John 3. 13. and 6. 62. 
and 13.3. and 16,279, 1 Job#1. 1,2. 

Now takingall theſe Texss, ,io their moſt 
littral Senſe; what do they amount to? 
do they affrm more than this, that the 
Lord Chriſt is a- Meflenger, - really. come 
forth from God, ro Men? As much 1s-truc, 
of every Prophet; -and the very ſame Lan- 
guage is uſed concerning St, Fobn Baptiſt, 


John 1.6. There was a Man ſint from God, 
whoſe Name was John. How little theie 
Texts are to his Grace's Purpoſe, would 
have been obvious to every Reader: if, as 
he 1s {© careful rocolle& all the Texts, that 
ſpeak of our Saviour's coning forth from, or 
C- is the ſame )) being ſent by God z, be 
had alſo ſer down ſome few of the (many ) 
Texts which tell us, in what manner thoſe 
former Texts ( by him cited ) are to be 
underſtood, For Inſtance, when his Hand 
was in, wich the Texts that ſpeak of our 
Saviour's coming from God, from the Fa- 
ther, from Heaven : Why did he not add al- 
ſo theſe Texts, which ſo plainly expound 
ro us, what is meant thereby? John 17. 
28. 1am not come of my ſ:lf. John 5. 43. 1 
am come, iz my Father's Name. John 8. 42. 1 
proceeded forth, and came from God ; I came not 
of my ſelf, be ſext me. John 12. 49. The Fa- 
ther which ſent me, bt gave me Commandinent 
what I ſhould ſay. John 14. 31. As the Fa- 
ther gave me Commandment, ſo do I. John 7. 
6. My Doctrine is not mine, but bis that - ſent 
me, Lay theſe Texts, to the Texts cited 
by his Grace ; and inthe Judgment of any 
unprejudiced Man, they give us this Ac- 
count of our Saviour. That he is a Me(- 
ſenger, who is come forth jrem, or is ſent 
by God; to deliver to Men a cerrain Do- 
Qrine, . which is not the Mefſenger's, no nor 
1a the leaſt part of it; but 1s the ſame, in 
every Tirtle of jr, which God commanded 
him to deliver to us. I ask now; Is this a 
ſorg of Language, proper to be uſed con- 
cerning 2 Perſona, who is himſelf the moft 
High God? Had ovr Saviour «pretended 
himſelf . ro be God, the one true God ; 
would he have ſaid, thar he 1s come from 
God, is (cnt by God: to deliver a Doctrine 
and Meifage, in God's Name; a Dodrine 
commanded to him, by God the Author .of 
it? 

Eur we may conſider too, what his Grace 
propounded co prove z even that the Lord 
Chriſt was pre-exiſtent, or did exiſt before 
he was born of Bleſled Mzy: and how 
doth he prove it? Why, by Texts that ex- 
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Heaven before he began his Mimiſtry, and 
chen came down from Heaven, to declare the 
Commandments and Will of God to Men. 
That is, he propounds ro prove-the 77ni- 
tzrian Dodrine, bur really proves che Do- 
crine of the VUnitarians. 

I cannot buc wonder, that after he had 
quoted theſe words of our Saviour 3 Fob! 
3+ 13, N» Man hath aſcended into Heaven, but 
be that is come down from Heaven, tven the Son 
of Man : I fay, I cannot but wonder, that 
having quored this Text, and underſtanding 
ir in the literal Senſe, he ſhould find faalr with 
zs, for affirming, that our Saviour ( before 
he emtred on his Miniſtry ) aſcended into Hea- 
ven, as Moſes did into the Mount, to be in- 
ſtructed in all rhings belonging to the Goſpel- 
Doftrine and Polity, which he was to efta- 
bliſh and adminiſter. He cites ſome of the 
principal Texrsz which being taken in 4 
literal Senſe, as he takes them, expreſly 
affirm our Doctrine: and yer he calls it, an 
arbitrary and precarious $ on, He de- 
mands, When did this of our S4- 
viour into Heaven happen z in what part of 
his Life? As if it were not enough, that 
the thing is very often, and expreſly ſaid, in 
Texts quoted by himfelf. But his Grace 
ſhall never pur that Queſtion ro me, which I 
will not ſarisfy, if I can, and reaſonably 
may, In what Part of our Saviour's Life, 
ſays he, was the Lord Chriſt m Heaven ? 
Sr, Fobn harh reſolved this Queſtion, tm the 
firſt Words of his Goſpel : In the beginning 
the WORD was with God : 4, e. In the be- 
ginning of his Miniſtry, juſt before he en- 
red thereon; the Lord Chriſt was with God, 
by aſceuding ( as himſelf expreſly and often 
faith ) into Heaven. 

The Author of the Trinity placed in its due 
Light, is ambitious to be Second to his Grace, 
upon one of the Texts by him cited, Fon 
3. 13. No Mm hath aſcended into Heaven, but 
be that is come down from Heaven, tuen the Son 
of Man; who was in Heaven, So the laſt 
words are tranſlated by the great Critics, 
Birz2, Eraſmus, and Camtrarins, Bur this 
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preſly fay, that the Lord Chriſt aſcended into 


Author likes it nor; he faith, 6 &y % +5 
«ara, muſt be rendred, as 'tis in our Eng- 
11th Bibles, who # 1n Heaven, which denotes 
our Saviour's Omnipreſence, and conſequently 
his Diuinity: not, who was in Heaven. 
"Tis contrary, he faich, ro a# Grammar, 
and Practice, to interpret ay by was: @y 
being of che Preſent Tenſe, not of the Paſt. 
To all Grammar, and Praftice: I wonder, 
what peculiar Grammars, this Gentleman 
uſes; and ſome Ochers will wonder, that 
Camerarius, Eraſmus, and Bega, ſhould be 
I of Grammar, and Praftice, But to 
be ſhorr, ler him vouchſafe bur ro make uſe 
of any of the common Grammars, and he will 


ſee; thar@yis of che ImperfeR, as well as 


of the Preſent Tenſe, and therefore muſt 
be tranſlated by was, or 5, as the Circam- 
ſtances (of rhe Syntax, or of the Perſon 
ſpoken of ) ſhall require. Bur 'tis contra- 
ry, he faich, ro Praffict, to render &y by 
was, Let him look into Fobn 9g, 5, where 
he will find theſe words, #» 3d, 577 pA35 
&r, den (ximw ; which is thus tranſlared 
(nor can it poſſibly be otherwiſe tranſlated) 
in our Engliſh Bibles: This I bnow, that 
whereas I WAS blind, now 1 ſie. It is ſolir- 
tle crue, what this Decider of Critical Diffe- 
rences, ſays z that "cis contrary to Praftice, ro 
render @©y by was: 'thar ſoit is rendred, a: 
bove thirty -times, in only che Hiſtorical 
Books of the New Teſtament, 

2, His Grace alledges, for the pre-exi- 
ſtence of our Saviour, John 19. 5. 0 Father, 
glorify me with thy own filf, with the Glory 
which 1 had with thee before the World woas, 
We anſwer, with St. Auſtin, and Grotine ; 
the meaning is : Let- me now aFfually re- 
ceive that Glory with thy ſelf, which I had 
with thee in thy Decree and Purpoſe, before 
the World was. I have ſufficicxtly cor 
firmed this Interpretation, in the (ſecond 
Edition of the) Brief Hiſtory of the Unitari- 
ans, Pp. 31,32  __ : | 

3+ But our Saviour ſathof himfelf, co 
the Jews; Before Abraham was, 1 a ; or 
as the Syriac and Nom: read, '1 was, fohn 
8.8. We anſwer as before, with the H- 
luſtrious 
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luſtrious Grotius ; that a Man, the Son and 
Deſcendant of Abraham, conld no orher 
ways be before Abraham, bur only Conftitu- 
tione Divina ; in the Appointment, Purpoſe, and 
Decree of God ; and we find, that he was 
promiſed alſo immediately upon the Fall, 
Thereforc he might moſt truly, and perc- 
nertly ſay z thus he was (meaning, in the 
Purpoſe, Decree, and Counſcl of God) 
before Abraham, or any other particular 
Perſon who was to live afcer the Fall, His 
Grace will nor hear of chis. We cannot 
helpir; but we know the Reaſon to be ; 
becauſe he raketh it as a Ground of his [g- 
rerpretation of this Text, that our Saviour 
was (not only in God's Decree and Appoint- 
ment, bur) in Adual Exiſtence, before bis 
Progenitor Abraham 3, but that 1s che Poinc 
which his Grace had to prove, not. to ſup- 
poſe as a Ground of [nterpretarion. 

Here again I muſt mind his Grace ; that 
none of his Proofs, iggcheir urmoſt ſtrerch, 
run higher than Arianiſm. For ſuppoſing 
this Text faid, that the Lord Chriſt was in 
aRual Exiſtence, and not only in Purpoſe and 
Promiſe, before Abraham : Tis may help to 
conffm , the Arian Dodrine, of an Ante- 
mundane Exiſtence of our Saviour 3 bur "cis 
wholly impercinent, towards proving his 
Pre eternal Exiſtence, which is the ching his 
Grace undercaies, Luc if we can, ict us 
make both Arias ang Trinit arians (entible, 
wha is cl:c- meaning of theſe words, Beſre 
Abraham was 1 am , from the Circumitan- 
ces and Contr, 

Our Lord had ſaid at Verf. 56. Abraham 
ſaw my Day, and was glad, That ts, Abra- 
bam forcfaw this Day. of my Appearance 10 
the World ;, in» the Prophecies and Promiſes 
concerning me, made partly co Alan, part- 
ly. co' Abraham himſelf : and he greacly re- 
joicedat it; Then he adds ; without regard- 
ing the. malicious and ſcnileſs ConſtruRien, 
that the Jews made cf choſe words: I ſay, 
he adds at-V. $8. Before Abraham was, T an. 
As who: ſhould fay 3, ler none ſtumble at 
what I. ſaid, thas. Abrabaw jaw uy Day of 
Appearance in the World; for long before 
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Abraham was, I was; not only in the De- 
crees, but in the Expreſs Promiſes of God, 
I was promiſed to Adam, before Abraham was 
nay, I was promiſed to Abrabam himfelf : 
that "cis no-marvel I ſhould ſay, he ſaw my 
Day, 4s coming, thd nor as preſenc. 

* Before Abraham was, I was, or I am; 
that is, ſay We: I was long before Abra- 
brahan's Time or Ave, i the Decrees and Pro- 
miſes of God, Our Oppoſers anſwer; it 
locks roo much like an Evaſion and Elufi- 
on, ro 1Mpure to our *aviour ſuch a deluſory 
Meaning. . We reply, 1. The words can- 
nor be true, in any ocher Senſe, being ſpo- 
ken of one, who was a Son and Deſcendanc 
of Abraham, 2. There was a very juſt Oc- 
cafion for our Saviour, ſo to ſpeak: and 
immediacely before, by conteſlion of all 
Parties, he ſpoke in the ſame Key and 
manner. For he ſaid, Abraham ſaw my 
Day, and was glad ; mcaning, he ſaw ir iz 
the Decrees and Promiſes of Go4: that were 
made both ro 4414s, and to Abraham him- 
ſelf. Correſpondently hereto, he adds ar 
Verſ. 58. I was, before Abraham; meaviag 
again, I was is God's Decrees and Promiſos, 
betore the Times of Abraham. In ſhort, 
we ſay 3 as at Voſ.g6, Abrabam ſaw Chriſt's 
Lay, in the Prophecies and Promiſcs of 
G2d: So ac Ver, 58. Chiilt was in the 
Dzy of Abrarzm, and bifore;z in che Pro- 
miſez and expreis Prophecies, given forch 
by God, concermag him, 

What Man, that well conſiders, how of- 
ren the Unic; of God 1s inculcared in Huly 
Scriptureg and by our Saviour himſelf; { 
ſay, what (unprejudiced) Man would nor 
t914 interpret, being inviced thereto! by fo 
manifeſt a DireR&ion in the Context it felt ? 
Who would look for a ſecond God, or ars- 
they Creator, in an Incidental Expreſſion ; 
contrary to che whole Tenour of Scripture : 
when the ictention of that very Expreſ- 
tion, ſeems plataly enough Yerermined by 
che Contexc, to denote only as Exiſtence tn 
the Promzſes und Decrees of God? You will 
cxcule ic, Sir, if I have been longer upon 
this Text, chan well comports wich che 
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brevicy of my Deſign in this preſevt Work: 
ic being one of the principal Texts, on 
which our Oppoſers build their" (unhappy) 
Miſtake, 

In the next place, his Grace cicerh 
1 John 1.1, 2. That which was'jrom the be- 
ginning 3” which we haue ſeen, —- and our Hands 
bave bandled, of the Word of Life. For .the 
Liſe was manifefted : ſor we have ſeen it, and 
bear: witneſs, and ſhow unto you that Eternal 
Life, which was with the Fathtr, and was 
Baniſefted to us, 

The Subje&- of theſe Verſes, is the Word 
of Liſe, which is here alſo called Eternal 
Liſe. Grotius' and Vorſtins, ewo the ableſt 
Interpreters that the Church has yer had, 
bnderſtand by the Word of Life, the yoſels 
and by Eternal Liſe, that Immortality which 
is cherein promiſed, and was nor (definitive- 
1y) known, ill ic was brought co Light by 
the Goſpel: Theſe are here ſaid, ro have 
been from the beginning with the Father ; and 
then (in the Fulneſs of Time) maniſefted t» 

. the World : that is, they were always with 
- God,they were always purpoſed andintended 
by him ;-burt were not (expreſly and di- 
realy) manifeſted, at leaſt not to the Gen- 
riles, cilt-in the Goſpel they were revealed 
ro all, Sr, John ſaith, we have ſeen, and 
handled, and we ſhow to you, that Word of 
Life, and Eternal Lift ; to ſignify, - that their 
knowledg of -it, was moſt afſured and abſo- 
lure : for the Hebrews are wont to declare 
che Certainty and Clearneſs of Things, by 
Terms and Expreſfions borrowed from the 
Senſes, 

I know- not, why his-Grace overlook'd 
this Interpretation , of two - the moſt 
Learned and Judicious Critics of this, or 
any other Age. But he hath thought ir 


enough, to cite this Context ;-and to: hin, . 


that by the Word of Life, and Eternal Life, 
he underſtands (nor the Doctrine of the 
Goſpel, and the Immortality there raught, but) 
the. Perſon of our Saviour : and we think it 
enough, ro oppoſe our Interpretation, ſo well 


870uaded.;-ro his, for whichhe bas: alledged no- 
Provfe. 
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g. Thie laſt of his Grace's Texts, eo 
prove the Preexiſience, and che Divinity of 
our Savieur, is; Rev. 1. 8. 14am Alpha, and 
Omega, the Beginning and the End ; ſaith the 
Lord, which is, and which was, and which is 
to come, the Almighty, 

T anſwer 3 when his Grace proves that 
theſe words are ſpoken, not of God, bur 
of Chriſt; I willchank him, and give him 
che Cauſe. In the mean time, that they 
arc not ſpoken of our Lord Chriſt, ſeems 
to me as clear as Meridian Light, from 
what: is ſaid at Verſ, 4. Grace be to you, and 
Peace from bim which #s, and which was, and 
2 to come; and from Jeſus Chriſt, We fee. 
plainly here ; char Jeſus. Chriſt is diſtin- 
guiſhed, as a different Perſon, from that 
Almighty who is, and who was, and is to 
come : therefore he cannot be inrended, in 
the Deſcription at Verſ. 8. 

Afrer theſe thorny and ungrateful Con- 
reſts, abour che meMing of: particular Ex- 
prefſions and Texts 3. we come to ſome- 
thing more eaſy and diverting. 

Towards the. Concluſion of his Second 
Sermon, his- Grace 1s. pleaſed to inringate 3 
thac after all the ſtir we make, about the 
Uniry or Onenefs of God ; we are our ſelyes 
Polytheifss, and Idolaters.” And that we can 
ſay nothing in excuſe, of either 3 but what 
will (in great-meaſure) excuſe the Papiſts, 
and even the Pagars. * 

I will own; I did not expe& ſuch a Thun- 
der-clap, from his Grace, What; are we 
Idolaters, and Polytheifts : and have we no 
way to apologize. for-our ſelves; bur ſo, as 
at the ſame time to defend the Papiſts, and 
the very Heathens? Who, where are they ; 
that uſe ro accuſe the Arch-biſhop, as Syn- 
crerifing wich rhe Soctmians ? Ir appears, 
they are as much our 3- as I hope to make 
ir appear, he is our, in this (I muſt con- 
feſs, not uncommon) Imputation-on us and 
our Doctrine. 

Why are we [dolaters ? Becauſe you give 
the ſame Honour and Worſhip, to the Lord 
Chriſt; who is a meer Creature, in your 
Account : - as unto God, So he faith p. 122. 
And. 
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And yet it is certain, we have wrote no 
Book, this ſeven Years; in hich we have 
not been careful, ro profeſs roall the World, 
chat a {ibs Honour or Worſhip -( much les, 
the ſame) is not to be given to Chriſt: as to 
God. Do the Triniarians think, they may 
deviſe a Religion for us; and then come up 
into their Pulpits, co declame againſt the 
Schemes, that are purely of their own In- 
vention ? 

Bur he will ſay perhaps, why 3 do you 
not pray to Chriſt? I anſwer, there are in- 
deed ſome Lnicarians, who pray to the Lord 
Chriſt ; as that Mediatory King,” who is (lay 
they) appointed by God, .to ſuccour us in 
all our Strairs and Wants. Bur they do nor 
equal (hereby) the Lard Chriſt, ro God: 
for chey own, that his Knowledg cicher of 
our Wants or Prayers, 4s only by Rezelation 
from God; and his Power by which he re- 
lieves us, is wholly of God's giving, and al- 
rogether depending on the good Pleaſure of 
God. This is the utmoſt, thar any of us 
have ſaid : and who ſees nor, thar. we are 
far from equalling che Lord Chriſt, ro God 
Almighty ; and conſequently, far from 1do- 
latry ? 

The other Part of the Charge is, that we 
are Polytheiſts, Why Polythtiſts * His Grace 
anſwers z becauſe you believe one, who is a 
God by Nature; and another, even the Lord 
Chriſt, who (according to you) is a God 
by - Whar, ſays his Grace, a God bt 
of Teiſterday;, a CreaturgGod, a God by meer 
Poſitive Inſtitution : can they fee no Abſur- 
diry, in this 3 norhing that 1s contrary to 
Reaſon and Good Senſe ? 

'Tis well ; but now, after theſe warm 
Sallies of Rhetoric and Fancy : will be deny, 
poſicively and direRly ; that the Lord Chriſt 
15 a God by Repreſent ation and Office ? He ſaith, 
we are Polyrheiſts, for affirming it 3 wull be 
therefore venture to deny it ? We ſay, that 
as Moſes is called a God, ( Exod. 9. 1.) and 
that by God himſelf; on the account of bis 
Miſſion to Pharaoh, and ro the Iſraclites. And 
as the Jewiſh Magiſtracy are called Gods (ar 
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Fobn 10. 34,35.) by our Saviour himſclf: 
on the account of their Offiizz or becauſe 
they repreſented rhe Authoriry of God, in 
Pumſhing the Wicked, in Deferdirg the 
Good, and in Remunerating the Worthy. So 
alſo may Chriſt be called 2 God, by Miſſion, 
by Repreſentation, and Office : becauſe he was 
the Sent of God to all Nations; and becauſe 
ro him, as Man, our Oppoſers themſelves 
confeſs ir, all Pow# is grtn both in Hrauit 
and Exrth, with reſpe& to the Church. Be- 
hold here the Polycheiſm, of which we are 
guilry : and I ſay it again, ler his Grace give 
Ir-us under his Hand ; that the Lord Chrift, 
as Man, is not a God in theſe Senſes, Bur if 
he never willdo ic; nor any other Learned 
Man, of his Party : 'cis but juft, they ſhould 
withdraw (their untrue and cauſlefs) Re- 
proaches, 


The third and fourth S2rmons of his Grace, 
are concerning the (pretended) Incarna- 
tion; or that God the Son was ſo incarrate 
in the Man Chriſt Jeſus, that the Humanicy 
and the Divinity were no longer two Per- 
ſons, bur one Perſon. He rakes notice of 
ſome Obje&tions, advanced* by -the Unira- 
rians, againſt rhis Doarine; . the-ObjeRions 
are theſe. 1. Thar *tis Tnpoſſible. It im- 
plics a manifold Impoſſibility, that God and 
a Man (or any two other Intelligent Be- 
ings) ſhould become one Perſon 3 withour 
rhe Abolition of one of the Perſons. 2. *'Ts. 
Incongruous., Becauſe "cis unworthy of the 
Majeſty of God ; to become one Perſon, with 
ſo low a Creature as Man is. 3. *Tis as 
Unneceſſary 3 as 'tis Unſurable, and Impoſ- 
ſible. For our very Oppoſers confe(s, his 
Grace confeſſes ic; rhar God might have 
given the ſame Laws ro Mankind, and have 
called us to Repenrance and Reformation : 
without taking ſuch a (ſtrange ſurprizing ) 
Way, as this of Aﬀſuming our Nature,. and 
becoming himſelf a Man. All chat was to 


be done, might have been done by the 
Miniſtry of - a Prophet, furniſhed with 2 
Power of Miracles; co confirm his Meſlage 

H 2 


and 


- and Dodrine: as perſealy, and with more 
Dignity, than by God's laying afide his Ma- 
-xeſty, and changing himſelf inco a Man. 
Theſe are the Obje&ions 3 nor all that we 
make, bur thar his Grace takes notice of : 
his Anſwers to-*'em, are ſuch, as his Gauſe 
affords, 


Firſt, To the firſt*Objetion, he faith ; 
the Ircarnation ought nor to be called Im- 
poſſible : becauſe we have an Inſtance or 
Example of it,” in Nature ; even che Union 
of che Soul with the Body, It is, faith he, 
every whit as poſſible with God 3 ro unite 
himſelf tro a Humane Na:ure : as *ris for the 
Soul to be uniced to the Body, He 41ays 
no more, on this Difficulry : therefore we 
muſt, We deſire ro be anſwered, to theſe 
Two Exceptions. 


I. In the Perfonal Union of a Soul with a 
3 the Union is berween two Finite and 
Commenſurate Things : which 15 not only poſ- 
fible, but very conceivable. Bur in the 
(pretended) Perſonal Union of God to Man, 
and Man to Gdod ; the Union is between Fi- 
vice and Infinize :: which cannot be imagi- 
ned, without admitting one of theſe two 
things. Eitber that Finite and Infinite are 
Commenturare 3 that is to ſay equal: which 
every one knows, is falſe. Or that the Fi- 
nire is unired, but only ro ſome part of the 
Infinite 3 and is disjoincd from the reſt of 
K: which all Trinitarians dety and abhor ; 
becauſe if ſo, Jeſus Chriſt d not be 
Perfe&t God, but only God in part. 

2, The Union of Soul and Body, may be 
Perſonal ; that is, may conftitute- or make 
ave Perſon : becauſe *ris not the Union of ewo 
Perſons ; bur only of one Perſon (even the 
Soul) ro a Thing which is otherways with- 
our Life, Reaſon, Memory, or Free-will, 
The Body is but as the Garmenc of the 
_ Soul 3 and'is wholly ated by it, and depen- 
ding on it. 'Butinthe (pretended ) Union 
of God with Man 3 there are two diſtin 
and very diflercnt Lives, Reaſons, Memo- 
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ries, and Free-wills :; which utcerly deſtroys 
the Notion of a Perſonal Vyion. ' For a Per- 
fonal Union. ſuppoſes: bur one Life, one 
Reaſon, one Memory, one Free-vill ; be- 
cauſe if theſe things which conflitatt a Perſon, 
are found more than once ; there 1s no lon- 
ger one Perſon, but ewo 3 and confequently. 
no Perſonal Union, in the Senſc in whic 
we arc arguing. 


His Grace hes nor thonght fit, ro rake any 
nocice z- chat he knew of theſe Exceptions : 
I cannot but eſteem his Prudence, For no 
Man has yer (tn ſo many Ages) attempred, 
ro anſwer ro enher of them ; bur he has run 
himſelf. inro Hirey, It may be worth the 
Reader's while, to take. account 5; how un- 
fortunate, our Oppoſers have been, in cheir 
(vain). Endeavours to affoil theſe rwo DiF- 
ficulcies, 


(1.) About the Year of Chriſt $50, Apol- 
linaris of Laodicea, a Mah (ſaich Dr. Cavt, 
Hiſt. Littr,) Entre coitrooirſfrem Doftiſimns, 
finding the Church's DoQrine of the Inctr- 
nation hazarded by this Objefion 3 thr 
ro Incelligent Natures muſt needs be ewo 
Perſons, . becauſe two Uriderſtandings do 
cerrainly make two Perſons, and car never 
be united without the Abolirion of one of 
them: cherefore he faid, that the Lord 
Chriſt had no Soul, at leaſt no Humafie Ut- 
derſtanding, but only a Humane Body z of 
which Body the WORD (or God the Sor 
was as it were the Soul and Mind, This 
was a dextruus Anſwer, and ar firſt pgene- 
rally received and applanded. Bur after a 
while, the Unicatiens urgirip the Words of 
bur Saviour 3 Fathey, into thy Hands T tomi- 
mind my Spirit ; and the next Words added 
by the Evangeliſt, having ſo ſaid, be gave #p 
tht Ghoſt,- Luke 23. 46. 7obn 19. 30. and 
divers ſuch like. I ay, theſe Texts being 
obj<cd, by rhe Unitarians : the Trivitarians 
were conſtrained ro forgo this Anfiwer'; zttd 
to cotidemn the Ap nations of Huh, 
which was done in ſeveral Copxcils, 

(2.) A- 
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(2.) About the Year- 428, Neſtorius a 
Munk and Prieſt cf Antioch, being very fa- 
mous for his Elexart Compoſſtiors, and for 
his Eloquerce In Preaching, was made Arch- 
biſhop of Con/tauttople, He ſaw the Miftake 
of Ap Minnie ; bur ſecing alſo, rhat *was 
necetfary, ro reſcue the Church's Dodrine, 
from the befcre- ſaid ObjeRiors of the Uni- 
rarjans : he ſaid, che Lord Chriſt becauſe of 
the Inhabitirg Livinicy, hath typo Undy- 
landings, a Di:i:e and Humane ; atid there- 
fore is 190 Pirſons, God and Man ; nor one 
Perſon ovlv, or God-Man, Thus he avoided 
the Objection, that if the Lord Jeſus had 
ewo Uuderſtandings and Wills, he muſt alſo 
be wo Perſons : for he granted, that. the 
Lord Chriſt is moſt certijnly rwo Perſons, 
becauſe he hath the diſtin&t and proper 
Charaers (two Underſtandings and Wills) 
of two Perſons. To the other Objetion, 
thar Infinice cannot be incarnate in Finite 3 
becauſe they are not Commenſurate, the 
Finite is not capable of the_ Infinite: He 
faid, that God was not unircd Hypoſtari- 
cally or after the Manner of a Pt#ſon, to the 
Man Chriſt ſeſus, but only dwelt in him, 
by a more plentiful Effuſion or Exertioh of 
the Divine Preſence and Attributes, thah 
in former Prophets. This led him to ſay, 
that our Saviour ought to be called Clrif ; 
and not God, He denied, that he could call 
him a God, of whom it might be once ſaid ; 
that Ke was bur a Month old, or a Day old : 
He thought it, very abſurd to ſay; 4 God of 
« Month old, or of 4 Day old. 

This Explication being (in effect) a 
giving up the Article, of the Incarnation; to 
the Pauliniſts and Photinians, that is to the 
Unirarians z was immediately oppoſed by 
>ivers of the greateſt Bithops : and though 
Neſtorius was favoured, by almoſt all the 
Eaſtern. Biſhops, eſpecially by che more 
Learned ; yer the other Party being ſtrong- 
eſt at Court, among che Eunuchs of the Pa- 
lace and fome Incriguing Ladies, he and 
his Doftrive were condemned. as Herett- 


ca! #4 Dainnab/e, in the General Comcil of 
Epheſus, held-(ard direRted by the Court) 
Anno 431. | 

The Adverſaries of Neſtorinus, and the Of» 
poſers of his Dcarine, prevailed with the 
Courr; to uſe him after a moſt Barbarous 
Manner. Firſt, rhey depoſed i:im; from 
his Dignity of Arch-biſhop : then, they ob- 
rained a Reſcripr, ro have him baniſh'd: 
then, changing their Minds; they gor him 
chruſt irro a Monaſtery, Bur ſome ſay in 
thar the Monks began to be infeRted with 
his DrArine; they procured him co be 
baniſh'd ro Oaffs, a Town of Lybiz + bur 
then judging thar this Place, though ſcorch- 
ed ro toching bue Sand by the extreme 
Hears of che Sun in thoſe Pa 00 £o0d 
for him; by a new Order they made him be 
ſer, to another Borough of Lybiz, an open 
Place, on the Confines upon che Barbarous 
Nations, The Deſign of this Order, was ; 
that he mighr (poſſibly) fall into the Hands 
of the Barbaeous : which accordingly fell 
our, For the Barbarians making an Incur. 
ſion, Gver all that Part of the Province, 
ſeized the Borough 3 ſet Fire to ir, and 
carried away the People into Caprivicy and 
Slavery 3 and among the reſt, Neſtoriue, 
Upon this, the Clergy could not cobrain 
their Joy; they ran immediately inco their 
Pulpics, co acquaint rhe People with the 
00d News, that a Town was taken aid 

ror, and che Townſmen (bur among chem 
Neſtorius ) gone into Irrevocable Slavery, 
Now the Preſents of Joy, went about ; now 
the Wiſdom of the Orthodox, who had Di- 
vinely foreſeen, that this was the only Place 
where they might get rid of Neſftorivs, was 
duly magnified 3 nov the Grarulatory Let- 
ters filled all che Mails, to Conſtantinople, to 
Rone, and Alexandria, Bur the mighty Re- 
joicing was daſh'd; on a ſudden ; for the 
Barbarcus, leſs barbarous than the Orthodox, 
ſeeing Neftorixs Antient and a Gentleman, and: 
hearing from the Priſoners that he was @ 
Prizft much eſteemed by his own Party ;. 
they very geherouſly gave him a Bag 
ot: 
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of Bread and_Dares, and a Paſs, to return 
© into his Country again. This Accident was 
a moſt heavy Morrification, to the Orcho- 
dox : bur ſoon berhinking themſelves ; th6 
chey could nor ſpare a ſingle Souldier, to de- 
fend the Country againſt an expected Iuya- 
ſion ; they ſent away ſeveral Troops, to look 
up Neflorius, He that never hid himſelf, was 
eaſily found ; and they ſent him to Pazapslis. 
Bur from thence, by other Souldiers and a 
freſh Order, he was hurried to Elephantina : 
and before he could be brought thither, by 
another (ſpick and ſpan) new Order, he 
is carried back to Panapolss, From Pana- 
polzs again, he is haled to another Town; 
and from thence to another; His Body, not 
able ro bear ſo many Farigues 3 and his 
Mind, Woken with ſo many Deſpights and 
Cruelties.z at length gave way to Fare : and 
he".expired, in a Place on the Borders of 
Thebas. 

But Death ir ſelf did not deliver him, 
from the Malevolence of the Orthodox Per- 
ſecntors : they gave our, that he died of ar 
wnatural Death ; bur being asked, of what 
Death, every Man told his own Tale. Some 
ſaid, his blaſphemous Tongue was eaten out, 
by Worms that grew init. Others) ſaid, he 
died like Aris 3 being lifred up intg the Air, 
and then flung againſt the Ground,Nq thar 
his Bowels (being broken wich the Fall) 
departed from him. This was the End, of 
this Great Man; who, ſo unlukily ro him- 
ſelf, undertook to expound the Incarnation, 
and to reſcue ir from che Imputation of 
Abſurd and Impoſſible, Yer Neſtorinss fell, but 
liccle regretred, if at all, by Men of Probity, 
Learning and Moderation : 'for though he 
had divers grear Qualities, he had one 
Faulr, which both ſurmounts and implies 
all Faulrs; he was a moſt violent and fierce 
Perſecutor, of ail Diſſenters from the Church, 
eſpecially of rhe Unita:iaus, He procured 
Imperial Reſcriprs, for ſhutting up cheir 
Churches ; for Depriving, Fining, and Ba- 
niſhing chem. Therefo:e ir was righreous 
with God, that he ſhould die, as he had 


lived ; in Perſecution. 7uft and Trut are thy 
Ways, thou King of Saints, | 


(3.) Another Expoſicor, upon the Text 
of the Incarnation, was Eutyches ; but a very 
lictle rime after Neſftorivs, He ſaid, the 
Lord Chriſt is but one Perſon, and bur one Na- 
ture, hath but one Underſtanding, one Will, 
one Energy, one Life. How ſo, how can 
this be; if he is God, anda Man? Eutyches 
anſwered; the Humanity of Chriſt was 
wholly abforpt in his Divinity, ir is loſt, 
and is not ; Ina word, after the Union, che 
Lord Chriſt is wholly God, and not Man; 
the Body and Soul being changed into the Natar: 
and Subſtance of the Divinity. 

The greareſt and hotreſt _—_—_— of Ne- 
forius, tell in with this Explication of E«- 
tyches: bur it being found to be roo abſurd, 
and alrogether untenable, rhey were forced 
ro yield ictup; fo that in the Year 451, in 
the General Council of Chalcedon, Eutyches and 
his Explication were anathematized, as He- 
retical, 

After his Condemnation, Eutyches was 
uſed, much after the rate that Neftorivs had 
been, But this barbarous Oppoſition to 
two ſuch Men, by thoſe who are for hold- 
ing an Opinion, without caring whether it be 
Senſe or Nonſenſe, ſucceeded very ill: And 
tho the Orthodox, as the ſtrongeſt ſide al- 
ways calls ic ſelf, rriumph'd over the Perſons 
of Neſtorivs and Eutyches ; yer theſe carried 
away with them, at leaſt one half of the 
Chriſtian Churches. Ar this Day, the Chri- 
ſtians in Egypt and Ethiopia, are all of them 
Entychians : Thoſe of 4fiz, Syia, Perſia, and 
(Oriental) I:4ia, are (almoſt) all Neſtorians ; 
the Sear of their Parriarch is Babylon, 


(4.) One part of cur ObjeRion to the 
(prevent Incarnation, is; thar it -muſt 
uppoſe Infinite and Finire ro be commenſy- 
rate : orelſc ic muſt be ſaid, chat the Huma- 
niry of Chriſt is united bur to ſome part of 


the Divinity, and 15<isjoined from the reſt ;_ 
which would make the Lord Chriſt ro be. 
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God, but only in payt, The famous Refor- 
mer, Dr. M, Luther, has endeavoured to 
obviate this (deſtrugive) Exception 3 by 
ſaying: chat the Humanity of che Lord 
Chriſt, his Body as well as his Soul, by 
virrue of irs Union with the Divinity, is Om- 
nipreſent; is in all Places, no leſs than the 
Divinicy, Bur all other Parties of Chriſti- 
ans, bur the Lutherans, call chis the UVbiquita- 
rian Hereſy. 

His Grace therefore had reaſon, to over- 
look our Exceptions againſt the Poſſibility of 
the Incarnation, He knew well, they are 
not to be anſwered bur by ſuch an Hypo- 
theſis or Enodation: as the Church former- 
ly condemned of Hereſy, cither in Apoliina- 
rÞus, or in Neſtorigs, or in Eutyches 3 or more 
lately in (the Great) Luther, 


Secondly, Our nexr Exception to the Incar- 
nation, is 3 that *cis incongruous or unſurable : 
becaule *cis unworthy of the Majeſty of God, 
to become one Perſon, with ſo low a Crea- 
ture as Man is. His Grace anſwers ;- that 
«- the lower, any Being (be it never fo 
«- high) condeſcends, in order to do good : 
« the Glory of his Goodneſs ſhines, ſo much 
« the brighter. This is an Anſwer, very 
worthy of a good Man , bur I humbly put 
chis Caſe, or make this Ap 

If his Grace, by that juſt Intereſt he has 
in the Fayour of their Majeſties, ſhoulg 
procure the Pardon of certain Malefattors ; 
and to keep them for the Time co come 
from rhe like bad Courſes, . ſhould obtain 
the Grant, of ſome. honeſt and ſufficient 
Imployments, or Offizes, for them. Would 
not this Care and Benignity be ſufficient un- 
leſs his Grace went himſelf ro the Priſon; 
pur ob ſuch Rags as theirs 3 were loaded roo 
with the like Irons and Bolts 3. delivered to 
them cheir Pardons, and Commiſhons, with 
his Hand, and his Knee put ta the Ground ; 
nay, and. lay with them many Nights 1a 
the Place, even till he catch'd his Death 
with Naſt and Cold ? For my part, I do 
not think, that this would be a Glorwous 
Conaeſcenſion 3-n0 not in the Opinion of his 
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Grace himſelf ; I will adventure to ſay, ſee- 
ing there is no Da that his Grace will 
ever do it; that ſuch a Scene would have 
more of Folly, than of Goodneſs, And thar 
his Goodneſs would not be a whic the leſs ; if 
he ſent for che Priſoners; chode them well, 


' for their Crimes z; made then to receive 


their Pardon, on their Knees 3 and theg- 
gave them ſuch Counſel, as might beft dif 
poſe them to a new Courſe of Life. This; 
in my poor Opinion, would be very con- 
gruous, and the other very ridiculous ; and- 
therefore much leſs to be ſuppoſed of God, 
than of a wiſe Man. 


Thirdly, We contend, thar the Incarnation” 
was as lirtle neceſſary, as 'cis poſſible or 
congruous, Our Oppoſers grant, his Grace 
grants it; that © che Goſpel, and the Par- 
*« don of Sin, might have been offered to 
« Mankind by 4 Prophet, in the Name of 
* God: So that there was no ap Cco- 
gent Neceſlity, for the Incarnation of God 
himſelf ; ic muſt be allowed to be an unac- 
countable: cauſteſs Debaſement of the Divine 
Majeſty, that he ſhould become a Man. Bur 
we are verily perſwaded, that wichourt a ve- 
ry extraordinary and indiſpenſable Cauſe for 
it, the Wiſdom of God would nor ſtoop, 
ro ſuch a Humiliation : and ſeeing nowuch 
Cauſe is aſſigned, we crave leave, to be- 
lievez that God was always God; and al- 
ways bept up his Supremacy, Dignity. a1d Majes 
fty, as well as his other Attributes, 

His Grace acknowledges the” very great 
Weight of. chis O>jection: he ſpends there- 
fore a whole Sermon, in finding out Shifts, 
to clude the Force of ic. He ſaich, in ſhorr, 
that the Wiſdom of God had ſeveral Aims, 
in this (very ſtrange) way of effeRing Man's 
Salvation : Thee 1n parcicular. 

1.. He gratified hereby our Inclinatjon for 
Myiteries, For all Nations, he ſaich, always 
delighted in Myſteries ; that is, (faich he) 
in Rices. of Religion, that were-co be kepr 
ſecret, 

2, Whereas Mankind always affe&ted a wi- 
feble Object of Worſhip, and 4 ſenſible Deity : 
theres” 
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"therefore ro take Men off, from: falſe Ob- 
je&s3 God himſclf vouchiatcd, ro appear 

3: And as Sacrifices for Sin, and partt- 
cularly Humane Sacrifices, had+ loug been 
uſed, and: were eſtcemed neceſſary: to 
comply wich this Notion of Mankind, God 
was pleaſed, once for all, ro aſſume a Hu- 
mane Narure, and be himfclf tne Expiation 
for che Sins of the World. 

4 Fhe Deitying of Worthy Men, was 4 
general Practice : co raxe Men off, from this 
Idolatry;: behold one in our Nature, exal- 
red to th: rizht Hand of the Mzy:jty on High, 
to be worſhipped both by Angels and Men. 

- $. The World was mightily bene on-ad- 
dreſſing their Prayers, nor 1mmediartely to 
the Deity 3 bur ro Mediators berween the 
Gods and them: In compliance with this 
common Apprehenfion ; God appointed one 
io our Narcure, to. be our perpetual Advo- 
cate and: Interceſſor. 

6, By being Incarnate in our Nature, 
God has given us a perfe&t Example of Hoe 
lineſs and: Obedience 3 and hatch ſhown us, 
thar he requires nothing of us, bur what he 
himſelf performed, wile he was among 
Us. 


7. Here alſo is an- Expiation-for-Sin, very 
honvurable ro: the Juſtice of God, and ro 
the Authoricy of his Laws 3 and very effe- 
Qual alſo ro diſcourage: Sin, For th6 God 
forgave Sin, to #43 - yer he puni{h'd it, in 
the dearly Beloved of his Soul. 

8. The Deach and Reſurreion of Chriſt, 
which could not have been without. his 
Incarnation, are Demonſtrations to. all 
Mankind, of a blefied Immortality: pre- 
pared. tor us after Death, Here Is a 
great: deal, but not ſo conſiderable, as 'tw 
detain us long: anda great part of 1t, 1s 
not only beſides, bur contrary to his Grace's 


Purpoſe. 


( 1.) Whereas he ſaith, that Mankind-al- 
ways delighted in MySteries z char 1s, 1n+cer- 
raun Rites of: Religiony that: were to/ be'.con- 
cealed from» All, twr thoſe chap were 1y- 


(64) 


tiaced in-thar Religion : therefore in the In- 
carnation, God gave them a Myſtery ; which 
for che greatneſs and wondertfulneſs of it, 
ſwallowed up all other Myfteries. When 
his Grace.tells me, F ſhall! know it; where 
the Conſequence of this Arguing lies? The 
Queſtion berween us, is concerning Myie- 
ves, that are fo called, becauſe it ſeems 
bmpoſſivle to underſtand, how they ſhould, ei- 
rher be, or be true; as for Inſtance, chis of 
the Incarnation : His Grace's Anſwer is, 
concerning Myſteries, thac are (o called, 
becaute rey were to bt concealed, from ſome 
parcicuiar Perſons ; from thoſe char were 
not centred, inca thar Form of Religion. 
We ſpeak of things, that are myFerious to be 
widerftood : His Anſwer is concerning things, 
that are fit to be concealed, from, Strangers. 
In ſhort, the Queſticn is concerning te 
Eaft 3 and: che Antwer and S-lucian is about 
che Weſt.” tt had beenco his Grace's Pur+ 
poſe, if he could have ſaid ; becauſe Man» 
kind always delighted in- cerraim Doriues 
and Beliets, that were not to- be commonly di- 
w4.2ed, bur only to: qualified Perſons: there- 
fore God gave tro us the Myſtery of the Iacar- 
zation, to be: kept ſecret from che (Unhal- 
lowed, Profane') Vulgarz and ro be mani- 
feſted, cleared, and known, tv Others that 
were more worthy, This had been an Ac- 
curate Reaſoning, 


. 

(2..) Forthe other Congruities or Reaſons, 
aſligned by his Grace, for ce Incarnation: of 
God; one Anſwer borh perfectly ſarsfies 
them All, and- alſo-turns chem on that very 
Pottrine, on behalf of which they are ur- 
ged. He faith, God was vouchſaiect ro take 
on him our Nature; ro-gratify the great In- 
ci1uarions of Mankmd, for a: ſexſivle Deity, 
and' a viſible Obj-& of Workhip : and' to 
comply witty that common, aud general 
Notion; that Sim muſt be expiared'by* Su- 
critice, nay, by a' Humane Sacrifice': atid'to 
take the Navions-off, from: Deifying worthy 
Men ;- ro/ whichychey were very pronc':/ and 
ro encourage our Hopes and' Faith; by giving 
us a Known Mediator with himſelf ;. a Me- 
diator, 


diator, who having been in our Circumſfan- 
ces, would earneſtly inrercede for us : and to 


ſer us a perfe& Example, of Holineſs: And 
C laſtly ) ro aſſure us, of a Reſurreqion 
from the Dead. He thinketh, rheſe are 


ſufficient Morives 3 why ſo good. a Being, 
as God, ſhould condeſcend ro become a 
Man, and even to ſuffer and to die for us. 
Bur why has he overlook'd it, that theſe 
Conſiderations do nor prove, that the In- 
carnation of God was expedient in the Age of 
Augaſtss ; after the World had ſtood above 
Four thouſand Years: but that it was requi- 
ſite, thar God ſhould be incarnate from che 
firſt Creation of Man; or however, 4mme« 
diarely after the Fall, and when Men firſt be- 
gan to multiply on the Earth. Theſe Rea- 
ſons of his Grace for an{ncarnation.of God, 
were much more forcible in che Age of 
Adam, than of Auguſtus : for by ſo late an 
Incarnation as was the Age of Auguſtus, Al- 
mighty God could propound, only to reclaim 
Mex from their Idolatries and Errors ; but 
by being Incarnate inthe very Times of A- 
day, he had prevented (if theſe Reaſons of 
his Grace have any Truth) rhe Idolatries, 
and Impieties of Four thouſand Years 
which is to ſay, of above two Thirds of 
Time, Why hath his Grace gen ſuch Rea- 
ſons for the Incarnation, which (if they 
were true) ſerve only to prove; that God 
had overſeen, or had neglefed, for ſo many 
the crue and only Expedient, for pre- 
yention of the principal Sins.and Errors of 
Mankind ?. : 
And therefore, as I ſaid at firſt; theſe 
(prerended) Reaſons of his Grace, milicace 
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againſt che DoArine, -yjiat he would advanee 
by them : If theſe are good Arguments, 'cis 
(morally) impoſlible 3 eicher thar here 
was in the Age of Auguſtus, or that there 
ever ſball br, an Incarnation, of God, in ow: 
Nature, For ſeeing theſe were much ſtron- 
ger Morives, why God ſhould vouchſafe te 
be Incarnate, in the firſt Ages of the World 
and of Mankind, than in the Age of Augu- 
ſi, or any Time after thar : ir follows, thar 
if choſe Morives did not diſpoſe the Lord of 
All.co become Incarnate, fn the firſt Ages 
of the World ; much leſs could they diſpoſe 
him thereto, after the greareſt part of their 
Force and Perſwaſion was loſt, 1f Al- 
mighty God did not jug ir expedient, rs 
be Incarnatez at what time he might have 
wholly prevented all the Evils, mentioned 
in theſe Reaſons of his Grace : he would nor 
think ic fir co be done 3 when (after Four 
thouſand Years were elapſed) he could on- 
ly reclaim Men, in ſome Mealure, from the 
Sins and Errors in which they were actually 
ingaged, I think, 1 may fay; this is an 
accurateand juſt Reaſoning : ir being found- 
ed on this Maxim of common Prudence ; thar 
what was more expedient to be done at firf 
than afrerwards, would have been done ac 
firſt, if in very deed (as his Grace con- 
tends) it had been at all congruous or ex- 
pedient to be done. How can we ſay, thac 
che Wiſdom of God overſaw, or neglett:d, 
and that roo for ſo long Time, what was not 
only fir and congruous, bur ſo highly alſo 
expedient, as his Grace pretends, that the 
Incarnation-of God was ? 


Bn — 


The CONC 


Have now finiſh'd, Sir, what intended, 
and chought convenient to ſay, on the 
Explications, and Deſexces, of the Trinity 
and the Incarnation, by our Learned Oppo- 
lers, 1 do not fo hittle know the World, 


L VSION. 


8s to expect that I have fatishcd the Au- 
thors-of them 3 much leſs, chat they will 
acknowledg that they are ſatisfied ; when 
Prepoflcſſion and Intereſt have taken hold, 
the of very good _ it 6 a Miracle, if 

| cvar 


Ob a abit ood See. RL AS £6 


ever they are looſed from thoſe Bonds, Men 
muſt fir very looſe from the World, from 
irs Honours and Reproaches, as well as from 
its Awes and Bribes ; they muſt be in Cir- 
cumſtances, or muſt have a Greatneſs of 


Mind, to deſpiſe rhe Glories and Shames,. as 


well as the Profits and Terrors of the 
World ; in 2 word, they muſt have choſen 
God, and the Honour of ku Name, for 
their Portion and Deſign; or they can ne- 
ver cuher imbrace, or © much as ſee an 
uncunvenient, or adangerous Truth. Yet 
Fhope rheſe Papers may fall alſo mro the 
Hands of Perſons, rhat are in Circumſtan- 
ces or of a Humour, not to value the 
Power. or Anger of our Mother the Church : 
and ro. fuch, they may be ſerviceable; 
i Authority and Numbers do not as 
much ſway with them, which is too often 
ſeen,. as. Prejudice and Intereſt do with 
Others. . And I: cannot. doubt, that rhere 
is a very great number, who are abſo- 
lutely free, from all (untoward, unhap- 
Pp) Biailes : and that care not a« all, who, 
ar how many have ſaid it 3 but only regard, 
how reaſonably 1c hath been ſaxd. To ſuch 
as theſe, } chietly intend this ColleAton of 
Obſervations 3 and to theſe, they may be 
wetu! rowards convincing them of this firſt, 
and-moſt necefiary Article of the Chriſhan 
baith, that there neither # nor 641 be more 
than One, whois Truc God. 

þ reckon, a Nan has lived in vain, that 
knows not his Maker and God 3: we were 
turcly created, for this end chiefly, ro know 
that God xs, and that there 1s none other but 
he: If we mils of either of theſe Truchs, 
by Atheiſm, or by Yolyrtheiſm; we have 
millcd the firſt Deſign of our Creation, 
and of thar Talent of Reaſon, which 1s che 
Character and the Glory of the Humane 
Nature. Ir is this Refletion, taking 1n 
therewith the Honour and Glory of God ; 
rhat+ occaſjons. the. Oppoſnrion, that we 
( ſo uowillingly ) make ro the Dodtrines 
of the Church, concerning Almighty God, 
and. the. Perſon of our Saviour. But we 


think, chat . we. owe this Service to God. 


(68) 


our Maker ; and this Kindnefs, to the oetier 
Denominartions of Chriſtians 5 to reſcue the 
Article of the Uniry of God, from thoſe 
Bhnds and Mifrepreſentations, by which in 
—— 2204 it is wholly ſubverted and abo- 

Thoſe that oppoſe themſelves, to this 
Deſign of ours, go All of them under the 
general Name of Trimtarians : But it is as 
the Birds of the Air, and the Fiſh of the 
Sea, may come under one common Appel-- 
larion, of lizing Creatures, or ſome fuch- 
hke, For in declaring their Faith, they are 
a3 contrary ro-one anucher, or are as much 
of anocher Sort and Kind; as the Inhabirants 
of the Air, and Waters, are divers in their 
Kinds and Qualities, By what: hath been 
ſaid in theſe preſene Papers, it appears, 
char they no more agree in their Faith, 
with one another, than even wirh us. 

They are divided, firſt 5; inco Real Trini- 
rarians, and Nommal Trinitarians, 

The Nominal Trinitarians, or Trinitarians: 
inname only, are fuch as ſay ; the Trinity of 
Divine Perſons are only three Attributes of 
God, even his Wiſdom, Power and Good- 
nefs : or the three Perſons are three Relations of 
God, to- his Creatures ; he 15 their Creator, 
Redeemer, and SanRifier : or they are three 
Incernal Properties, that is ro ſay, the Divine 
Subſtance 1s conſidered as unbegotren, and 
begocren, and procecding.z yet ſo, as that 
there 1s bur one Underſtanding, Will, and 
Power m God: or they are three Modes, that 
1s, three ſuch DiſtinRions in a Spiritual Being z 
as three Poftxres (or ſuch like) would be in a 
Man, All theſe (Nominal) Trinitarians 
hold, as the Unitarians do z that-there 15 but 
ont ( Numerical) Divine Subſtance, or Na- 
cure, and therein but oze (Numerical) Un- 
derſtanding, Will,, and Power, but one Wiſe 
dom, Goodneſs, and Juſtice : in ſhort, they 
hold not a Trinity of Real or Subſifting Per+ 
ſons ; but only of fuch Perſons, . as noune bur 
themſelves ever called Perſons.. For Attrk 
bures, Relarions, Properties, Modes, were 
never reckoned ejcher Perſons cr Perſonali- 
wes; buconly by this Tribe : who have radi=- 
culouſby 


- 


culouſly given the name of Perſons, to the 
Naalifications of Perſons, When theſe oppoſe 
the Unicarians, 'cis only to ſave, or improve, 
their Stake in the preſent World ; rhey are 
really as much Unicarians, as we are: with 
them, God is no other ways three Perſons, 
than as every Angtl and every Man is three 
Perſons; for every Angel and Man hath one 
Remy wy Subſtance, and in this Sub- 

tance three (or more) Actribures, Proper- 
ries, Relations, and Poſtures. In ſhort, the 
Nominal Trinicarians differ from us, only in 
this z that rhey uſe the Terms of rhe Orrho- 
dox, in an Unitarian Senſe, If all Awes and 
Bribes were removed ; the Nomiaal Trinita- 
rians would forthwith profeſs, to believe as 
we do, And in the mean time, chough they 
dare not ſay it; unlebs it be here and there an 
heroical Dr. S—th: they reckon, as much 
as we do; that all the Real Trinitarians are 
Tritheiſts, and Pagans. As on the orher hand ; 
the Real Trinitarians, who have Courage e- 
nough to ſpeak out, ſuch as Dr. Sherlock and 
Mr. H— w, account of the Nominal Trinita- 
rians, as Apoſtates from the Doctrine of the 
Catholic Church: and (in a word) that 
they are no better, or other than meer Unt- 
rarians. If chis Difference among 'em, ſhould 
break out into a Contention ; 1t would be a 
doubtful Point, which Party of 'em muſt be 


called the Catholic Church. For though Dr. 


Wallis, and thoſe thart are for a Trinity of At- 
tribures, or of Properties, would be all tlung 
out: yer Dr. S—rh and his Duicinza (though 
really ſhe is che coarſeſt Mifſirels of 'em ail ) 
have a Party among the Learned, which 1510 
mighty ; that they would (at leaſt) endan- 
ger their Oppoſers, They might (perhaps) 
he caſt, among the meer Populacy, by the 
Poll : bur they would (affuredly) carry it, 
among the Generality of Perſons of Learning 
and Dignity ; who are always able to govern 
the reſt, 

The Real Trinitarians are ſuch as, the Bi- 
, ſhop of G1, Mr. H—-w, Dr. Sherlock, Theſe 
are Real Trinicarians, not only in oppoſition 
ro the Nominal Trinitarians 3 and to the Upi- 
tarians ; bur alſo te the-Arians 3 and to thoie 
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who (more or leſs) Arianize, ſuch as Dr. 
Cudworth, Theſe Real Trinitarians ſay ; that 
by Perſons they mean Perſons according to the 
common Acceptation of the Word, as his Grace ex+ 
preſſes it ; rhey believe, char Father, Son, 
and Spiric are as Real, as Subſiſting, and di- 
ſtin& Perſons; as three Angels, or three Men 
are, They do not believe but 037 ( Numerical) 
Subſtance in God z but only one Sabſtance, 
which 1s therefore calied one Subance, be. 
cauſe the particular Subſtances of the three 
Divine Perſons are one i1 Nature and Proper- 
ties : that is, each of them hath the ſame 
Divine Properties, that the other two have, 
They lets believe, that the three Perfots have 
but one Underſtanding, Will, and Encrgy in 
Nambrr : for they think, each Perſon hath his 
own Perſonal ndmg, Will, and Ener- 
gy 3 thz Reaſon is, becauic other ways he 
could not be a Perſon, #nd God ſhould be bur 
one Perſon, not three ; = Fnis is plain 
Dealing ; but 'is alſo plain Tricheiſm. The 
Divines and Councils of the Middle Ages, 
would have condemned « as Hereſy ; and 
judged it to be 2 Reviral of Paganiſm. When 
I fay che Councils; I mean the Greck Coun- 
ctls, as well as the Latin: as [ ſhall prove ac 
large; if a Learned Perſon, worthy of one's 
Pas, ſhall undertake the Antwer of theſe 
Papers. 

Bur the Real Trinicarians are again divid. 
ed, among themſclves. Some of them be. 
lieve che Trinity, with all ns hard Things ; 
or if you will, ics Contradifions. And their 
Buckler, againſt all Oppotition, ts 3 it & 2 
Ayſiery : and there may be, ſay they, ſuch 
Alyſteries ; againſt which there lzy ſuch Difi;ul- 
tits, as amount to 2 Demonſtration again't them, 
This (evidently) is che Opinion, of my 
Lords of Sarum, and Worceſter 5 and many 90- 
thers. Bur this being a2 Opinion, that de- 
ſtroys ar once all Science z and confounds 7” uz, 
and Falſe, rogerher : therefore others are for 
ko!ding the Trinity, with ſome fuch Explica- 
rion, as may make ir poſlible, and Senſe, Such 
are the Biſhop of Gf, Mr.H—w, Dr. S»er/o;6, 
Dr. Cudmwerth : theſe are tor beiteving as Men, 
nor as Children 3- they beheve with their 
Re 21 ons, 


Reaſons, not by renouncing their Under- 
ſtandings, and thereby the very Humane 
Nature, Of the former of rheſe, there 1s no 
hope : becauſe whatever you obje& ; their 
Anſwer, is Mwn; or My/tery. Bur of che other, 
there is a Poſhbilicy, and a Likehhood coo 3 
that they may be 1nformed : becauſe they 
are Sons of Reaſon ; we may ſay of 'em, they are 
not far from the Kingdom of God, To theſe 
laſt, I will put rwo Queſtions; and with 
chem conclude, for the preſent. 


N. 1. Whether one infinitely Wiſe, Power- 
ful, and Good Perſon, be not as ſufficient to all 
Purpoſes and Inteors 3 as three, or even three 
thouſand ſuch Perſons ? Is not the Father (for 
Inſtance) alone able ro make the World ; 
and are not his-Perſonal PerfeQions ſufficient, 
ro entercain and ro. make him (perfeRly ) 
happy ? Bur if ſo; can there be any ſuper jlu- 
0:45 and anneceſſary Perſons in che Divinicy ? If 
Philoſophers have rightly obſerved, chat 
created Nature has nothing in vain; 1s it rea- 
ſonable, or is it pious, to ſuppoſe two nteg- 
leſs Perſons in the Divine ancreated Nature ? 
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Compleating the Nature and Notion of God: 
would nor ſeven ſuch Perſons be a more compleat 
God, than three 2 Becauſe if three Divine Por» 
ſons make a more Perfe& God, than one : by 
a Parity of Reaſon, ir muſt be ſaid; ſeves muſt 
conſtirure a more complear God, than three. 
But 1f ſo; their Trinity (or Three Divine 
Perſons ) is not a moſt Compleat, or abſolutely 
Perſef God. $0 true it is, that Reaſon, and 
the Divine Narure it (elf, as well as the Reve- 
lation of H. Scripture, affords moſt convin- 
cing Evidences ; that 'tis not poſſible there ſhould 
be more than one Divine Perſon, and that there 
can be n0 abſolute Perfettion but only in Unity, 


S I R, 

Theſe are the farther Obſervations, that 1 
have at preſent by me3 on che Explications 
and Defences, of the Dofrines of the Trinity 
and Incarnation, publiſhed by our Oppoſers, 
It you publiſh chem, I iotreat you to-make 
ſuch Correttions, or Additions z as may ren- 
der them more worthy of Acceprance among 
the Learned, and Diſcerning, 


N. 2. But if three Divine. Perſons are neceſ= Sept, 25, Sir, I am your Aſſured, 
ſary, as ſome of chem chooſe to ſay 3 roward 1694. 
FF INTS. 
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BOOKS lately printed for the Unitarians. 


Rief Hiſtory of the Unirarians, in Four Letters. Second Edition, 
Defence of the Brief Hiſtory, againſt Dr. Sherlock, 
The ARs of Athanaſius, with Notes on his Creed : and Obſervations on Dr. Sverlock's 


Vindication of the Bleſſed Trinity. 


Some Thoughts on Dr. Sher!cok's Vindication. 
Lecrer of Reſolution concerning the Trinity. 
The Trinitarian Scheme of Religion, with Notes thereupon : which Notes contain 


alſo the Unirarian Scheme. 
Obſervations on Four Letters of Dr. 


7. Walls. 


| Accurate Examination of the principal Texts, alledged for the Do&rines of the Di- 
vinity of our Saviour, and the Satisfation, In anſwer to Mr. Milbourn, 
\RefleRions on Two Diſcourſes by Monſitzr Lamoth, concerning the Divinity of our S4- 


VioOur. 


Conſiderations on-che Explications of the Trinity by Dr.. Walls, Dr, Sherlock, Dr. S—th, 


Dr. Cidworth, and Mr, Hooker. 


ANIMADVERSIONS on @ Poſticript to the 
Defence of Dr. Sherlock, againſt the Calm 
Diſcourſe of the Sober Enquirer : As alſo 


on the Letter to a Friend concerning that 


EFORE I begin them, TI. ſhall 
take a little notice of the ſeveral 


Poſtlcript. 
CharaQters which ſeem to diſtin- 


> guiſh each Author. 


'" The Door, or Dean, or Defender, (no 
marter which I name, for they Three are 
One) wants nothing co make him a good 
Writer, bur a good Cauſe, and fays as much 
for a bad, as any Man can; nay, and when the 
Nature of che Cauſe will bear no more, he 
makes it good with Magiſterial Grace and big 
Afurance. He has always Logick enough by 
him, to provea Trinity of Faculties, Relati- 
ons, Modes, to be only a Trinicy of Names ; 
and a Trinity of Eſſences or Natures, to be a 
Trinity of Gods, All that can be fajd of him 
1s, that he rakes no care of himſelf, bur ſacri- 
fices his own Hypotheſis, ro make ſure work 
with that of his Adverſary. 

His Adverſary the Enquirer, ſteps forth 
from the Preſs, ar his firſt Appearance in the 
Cauſe, with all che winning Civility,and good 
Nature in the World. He will nor be ſorude 
as to ſay, that his Hypothefis 15 the certain 
Truth of the Matter; only he hopes thar his 
gencle Reader will be ſo courteous, a5 to grant 

ic poſſible, 

The Dean would do the Enquirer a fingu- 


lar Favour, to let him be now and then of his 
Opinion; but that being nor granted, purs 
him a liccle our of remper; yer he quickly 
recovers himſelf, and when he has cur rhe 
Dean with a bitter Sarcaſm, p. 42. he gives 
him in a healing Parenthefis, an Ancoydh: 
nous ContradiſtinQion. 

In ſhort, this 1s the Caſe between the Dean 
and che Enquirer : The one deals rude and 
heavy Blows ; the other neatly offers dange- 
rous Thruſts. You may fancy them engaging 
like Zneas and Mezentiies in Virgil, who main- 
tain the Fight, / 


Hic gladio fidens, bic acer & arduns heſta, 


In the firſt Page of the Poſtſcript, I mect 
with theſe words, — I do nor intend to ex4- 
mine the Book, nor approve or diſprove it ; 
and yer he examin'd the Book, and that nor 
carcleſly neicher, I have again and again con- 
fider'd thoſe Words, and perhaps ar laſt have 
ſpelr the juſt Senſe and Meaning of 'em, and 
yet bur part of 'em; for wy he ſhould dif 
own intending to examine the Book, that I 
can't account for, nor perhaps himſelf. When 
he avows he did nor inrend to approve the 
Book, he avows that which 15 Grammarical- 

A ly 


Th aml Literally troe ;/ ir never came into his 
Head, ro ſer his Seal to any thing of Mr. 
AH —w's drawing up. And when he ſays, he 
did nor intend ro dilapprove it, that is Rheto- 
rically and Figuratively true : for by the Fi- 
gure call'd Apophaſis, a Man denies to do 
or fay that which he ſays moſt emphari- 
cally, and does moit induſtriouſly, Having 
now ſaid thus much, why may not [ be al- 
low'd to guels at the Reaſon, why the Dean 
profeſs'd, that he intended nor to approve or 
gifapprove Mr. Xs Book : poſſibly it might 
be this 3: Ke can patiently. endure any Hypo- 
theſis, to make good the Trinunity, except 
it. be ſuch a ſawcy one, as ers ir (elf up 1n 
competition with his, and would impudent- 
ly take place cf ic. Now better the Article be 
loſt, than that the Man, who flights the Dean's 
Undertaking, ſhould ſave ir, or that the 
Church ſhould be beholden for preſerving 
her: Faich entire, to the Wir and Learning 
ef a piciful Diſſenter, 

The Poſtſcript affirms,. that tho the En- 
querer does not-in every particular ſay, what the 
Dean ſays, yit he ſays what will jaſtify the Dean 
againſt the heavy Charge of Tritheiſm, The Poſt- 
{(cripr makes good this Affirmation thus, 
— What the Dean ſays of Three diftin@, eternal, 
infinite Minds, that My. H. ſays as plainly, and 
2 more obnoxious Terms, What a lamentable 
Argument ts this ? Will Mr. X's broad Tri- 
theiſtical Diſcourſe evince that Mr. Dean has 
nor made juſt ſuch another ?: Will Clodins's 
Lewdneſs abſolye all-the wild Gallants 1n 
Rome 2? He thar ſers up three Gods, and rhere- 
by ſhews what little Reverence he has for the 
one true God, though he-may chance to find 


others, who preach and print as perverſly as. 


himſelf, is nevertheleſs a Tritheiſt ; rheir 
running. into-rhe ſame wicked. Error, will 
nor at all excuſe him. Again, it is to be 
nored, that the Dean in charging Mr, X. to 
have uſed more obnoxious Terms than him- 
ſelf, [he mears more liable ro be ugder- 
ſtood,. as implying three Gods ] does grant 


that he himſelf has uſed obnox1ous Terms 3- 


Terms implying three Gods ; then 1s he 
more.to. be. blamed than Mr, H—w 5 bee 
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cauſe, though he be an unlucky Tricheiſt, 
yer does not ſeem to know it; but the Dean: 
—_—_ ro know the bad Conſequence of- 

1s obnox1ous Terms, and yer is not aſha- 
med to uſe thery, 

The Dean has briefly and fairly reeount- 
ed what Manner of Repreſentation Mr. H.- 
has given of a Trinity in the Godhead, 
which may be yer more brictly ſer down. 


- thus; — © God can unite two Spirics in 


& as cloſe an Union as Soul and Body, which 
« afrer their Union ſhall remain diſtin» 
& guiſh'd by their own individual Eſſences, 
* and diſtin& by their fingular Efſences; and- 
© if he can thus unite Two, then Three 3 
* and if Three, then it muſt be granred 
&« poſlible, thar- Three eternal unercated- 
« Spirits may be united in the Godhead,. 
« retaining their ſeveral DiſtinRions, nor- 
« withſtanding the cloſe and numerical U- 
« nion, Further, — the Union of the Divine 
« and Humane Nature in one Perſon, is nor. 
« more conceivable,.nor poſhible, than the 
&« Union of three diſtin& Eſſences, or indi+- 
« yidual Natures in the Godhead. 

Now is. Nr. Dean, in the Malice of his 
Hearr, for ſending Mr. H—w to Dr. Sth, 
co know of. him if this be not Tritheiſm : 
Bur for. my part,-if I were to die for'r, I 
could find no Difference between them. 
Three diſtin Minds or Spirits, and Three 
diſtint Effences or. Natures, with all che 
PerfeRions of rhe. Godhead in all and every 
of them, can be no leſs than three Gods. Yet 
the Dean is pleaſed to ſay | looking upon 
Mr, H. as a convicted Tritheiſt, without a 
word to offer for his Hypotheſis ] chat the 
Animadyerter charges him (the Dean) with 
Tritheiſm only by conſequence. Bleſs us! 
how would he be charged ?. He has-had the 
Luck hitherto, and I hope will. have the 
Wir hereafter, to forbear the afferting in 
plain Terms, that there be Three Gods 3 . bur 
his Hypotheſis plainly implies it, and Mr. 
H.-—w's does no more : and Dr; S— th has 
proved his Charge againſt the Former: No, 
no, ſays the Dean, for three diſtin Minds 
are not three diſtin Subſtances or TE 


why, they are 
* Defence of Dr. 


help of a Drama Common-place-Book, ſo he 
with the help of an Ecclefiaſtical-Policy 
Common-place-Book, when he has advanced 


fooliſh and inconſiſtent Norions, ſhall cafily 
reconcile himſelf to himſelf, and make good 
that Concluſion which beſt ſures his preſenc 
Purpoſe; or when the worſt comes to the 
worſt, puzzle the Cauſe, ſave his Honour, 
{ which is all he cares for] and hide his 
Nonſenſe. 


The Rules of chat wonderful Book, are 
faid to be theſe. 


The firſt Regula fiducie, or the Rule of 
Aﬀurance, This Rule dire&s him, firſt, in 
cauſa ſimplici, as thus: If rhe Importunity of 
Hereticks forces us to find Names for that, ro 
which nothing in Nature anſwers, if chey will 
Not give us leave, we muſt rake leave ro uſe 
ſuch Names as we can find : Def. p. 14- 
24ly; It impowers him to cut off che dan- 
gerous Horns of a mercileſs Dilemma, with 
a Fore-ſtroak the one, with a Back-ſtroak 
the other; as thus: If a ſawcy Adverſary 
charges him with Self-contradiRtion, he tells 
him, char ir is impoſlible ro know what a 
ContradiQion is : and when himſelf charges 
a Tranſubſtantiating Blockhead with Self- 
.contradiRtion, then ir is poflible ro know 
what a Contradiction is. Yindis. of Ti38. p. 4. 


His Second Rule is Regula confortii, or the - 


Rule of Company; it may be call'd Regula 
recriminationis : this Rule may have two In- 
tentions 3 both which he folldws with this 
one Reſolution, nor to be damn'd alone, give 
him Company and it's another ching: Hence 
you have him frequently returning Railing 
for Railing, and he can hardly forbear in 
Oopen-words the baſe Larguage of grinning- 
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Dog to Dr. S—th; Def. p. 39. Re toes 
give it him by Rhetorical Iofinuation; and 
when he has made his Adverſaries Opinton 
appear as abſurd as his own, he chinks him- 
{cif ſafe; for why may not he have the luck 
to be thought in the Right, when they cha. 
oppoſe him cannor mend the Marrer ? Thus 
when Dr. $-—th cells him, that Three di- 
ſtint Minds are Three diſtin& Subſtances ; 
he replies, that according to the received 
Definirion of a Perſon, [ which 1s, Subſtantie 
bndividue nature rationalis) Three Perſons 
are Three diſtin& Subſtances 3 and let the 
Door bring off Three Perſons, he will dos 
as much for Three Minds : Def. p. 89, And 
thus he diſputes, and is roo hard for all that 
own the Athanafian-Creed, and explain the 
Myſtery otherwiſe than ke does: If ((airh 
he) every diſtin& Perſon in the Trinity, be 
not a diftin& infinire erernal Mind, there's 
an<end of the Dean's Norton; bur then there 
will be an end of a Trinicy of Divine Perſons 
alſo, and we ſhall have noching left bur 2 
Trinity of Modes, Poſtures, Names. Dy, p. 8. 


His Third Rule is Regu!a prrfone, of the 
Rule of Diſguiſe : By this Rule he winds and 
rurns things. as he pleaſes; ſhows how things 
are true, .and how faKe; and how neither 
true nor falſe, For example ; when he had 
never a material Image of the Trini- 
ry, nothing bur a faint Reſemblance or twe 
of it; he ſays that the proper and natural 
Signification of Words cannor reach the My- 
ſtery; a Theological Uſe of words perhaps 
may repreſent ir; Def. p. 13. and to prove 
che Trinity, they muſt be forc'd ro uſe im- 
proper Words in unnatural Significarions - 
for, ſays he, rhe Names of DiftinRion in or- 
dinary uſe, not only diſtinguiſh, but divide 
and ſeparate their Subjetts ; bur in the Tri- 
nity, the word Perſon is us'd inthe Senſe of 
DiſtinRion, and nor of Separation, 5, e. in 
a ſenfleſs Senſe, in a Senſe whereof we have 
no Idea, in an impoſlible Senſe, or to ſpeak 
fully, in the Dean's Senſe. A Trinity, in the 
proper Signification of Words, is a Figment 3 
1n che improper, an Article of Faich, Bur 

A 2 now 
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-now for un"-coay Maitre to diſguiſe all, perhaps 
is nor Figment, nor Article of Faith 3 for 
in his Vinaicat, of the Tinit, p. 44 he confe(- 
ſes, that he ncither underſtands, nor com- 

rehends the thing whereof he ſpeaks : and 
if he don't, no Body elſe does, that's cer- 
rain; ſo then "tis to no purpoſe to diſpute 
the Controverſy, hut *cis dire& madnels to 
tauir his Explication. 


Bis Fourth Rule, is Regula Afcioſtos, or 
rhe Rule of Extenuation, and leiſening the 
Matter, when 1t looks groſs, ard like 2n 
overgrown Moniter, Thus he pleads, that 
his new Divinicy may nor diſguſt his Reader : 
Cuſtom indeed has not made the Form of 
his Exprefiions Orthodox, but they have no 
Hererical Senſe in them, Again,. Tho the 
livirg Image is the ſame Man with the Pro- 
rotypcz yer *cis no mortal Sin againſt Logic, 
and common Senſe, to ſay thata Man, and 
Mis living Image, are ewo diſtin Men, 


Def. p. 31. 


His Fifth Rule, is Rezu'a Suppoſetorum, or 
the Rule of putting Caſes 3 nor ſuch as the 
Gentlemen of the Temple put, which have 
happen'd, and may do ſo again, bur of pur- 
ring Caſes which never did, never can hap- 
pen, This is a ſingular Rule, and of 1nft- 
nite uſe : for let him coin a Notion, like 
which therc is nothing 1n all Nature, ſuch as 
rhe natural Liniry of mutual Conſciouſneſs 3 
why, *tis bur ſuppoſing an impoſlivle Caſe, 
and the airy Notion 1s as eafily convey'd 
co Your Mind as you could wiſh. Def. p. 33. 
9 the wonderful Virtue of an impoflible 
Caſc ſuppos'd, to convey the true meaning 
of an incomprehenſible Myſtery to the Mind 
of a Man! Again chus, He ſuppoſes a Man, 
with a 1;viog ſabſtantial perfe& Image of 
himſelf; which living ſubſtantial perfect 
Image cf himſelf, 1s but che-very ſame Man 


as limfc!f; cho ſometimes perhaps they. 


may be rwo Men, 3,e, when they don't a- 
Zrec. Dif. p.3t Once more, He ſuppoſes 


4Lcatiobe a Perſon; not that he thought 


the Expreſſion proper, but only by way of 
Alluſion, and- Accommodation, the betrer to 
repreſent the Union of Two Natures into 
One Perſon, which are Two Perſons, or 
ſomething as like Two Perſons, as their Na- 
tures will permit them, -when they ſubſiſt a- 
part, Def. p. 46, Whartif 1 ſhould pur an 
idle Caſe, Had I this Man's Deanery, could 
not I talk as wiſely ? 


His Sixth Rule, is Regula Tentbrarum, or 
the Rule of darkning the Marter, Thus 
having often granted, that the whole Divine 
Eilence was 1n the Father, and 1n the Son, 
and in the Holy Ghoſt ; to prevent the 
Conſequence, . thac then there are Three 
Divine Efſences, he carefully diſtinguiſhes 
and tells his Reader, thar che whole Divine 
Effence ſubfiſts thrice, nor by multiplying, 
but by repeating ir (elf, There's a Vail 
thrown over the Matter now 3 and where's 
the Man that has that Eagle's, or Epidauri- 
an Serpent's Eye as to plerce through it ? 
Bur after all, I could with, that he had for- 
bore this Diſtinfion, for hence may ariſe a 
knotty Queſtion, which may give Poſtericy 
much trouble, viz. Whether a Sinner that 
repeats his Injuſtice, Tntemperance, and 
Lying, may be ſaid to multiply his Iniqui- 
ties? or whether all 1s but one Faulr, ſub- 
ſifting ofren by frequent repetition ? 

He has many darkning DiRQinctions, ſome 
in common with his Trinittarian Friends and 
Enemies, ſuch as Creation, Generation, Pro- 
cefſion; - other + peculiar ro himſelf, ſuch as 
is one thing to conſider a Perſon diſtintly 
and by himſelf, another ro conſider him ſe- 
parately and apart: bur for a thick cloudy 
one, you ſhall nor meer with one mpre ſer- 


. viceable than this, The Divine Nature 1s. 


one individual Nature; bur not one fingle 
Nature, Def. p. 18, | 


I come now to his laſt Rule, which indeed 
and 1n truth, 1s no Rule; but he uſes it fo 
frequently, one - might imagine it ' was his 
main Rule : conſider it ſeparately, and r 4k 
| ' from 
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from the reſt, and ir is plain'that it is no 
Rule of his ; but conſider ir diſtin&ly, and 
you'l find that ic is a Rule to him, ay, and 
that more proper words could not have 
been - nd on to repreſent it, for ir is 
call'd Regula 051iviſcintie, or the Rule of For- 
gerfulneſs, By this Rule, withour bluſhing, 
he tells Dr. S—th, that three diſtin Minds, 
are three diſtin rhiokirg Beings, not three 
diſtin Subſtances 3 Def. p. 89, tho Þ. 19. 
he had diſpuced agaiuſt che Being of ut ove 
ſingle Divine Nature in the Godhead, quored 
ard conſcnred with Viftorinus Afer, that *cis 
notlawful to ſay there 15 but one Subſtance, 
Thus alſo, p. 26. he ſays, that he does prc- 
feſledly reach, that each of the three Per- 
ſons has encirely all che Perfed&tions of the 
Divine Nature, Divine Wiſdom, Power and 
Goudneſs ;. and therefore each of them 1s 
an eternal infinite Mind, diſtia& from each 
cther : tho he had ſaid, p. 26. thar neicher 
the Son, nor Holy Ghoſt, was an abſolure, 
complear, independent God and yet one 
would think, the Perſon that has all the Per- 
fetions of the Godhead, ſhould be a perfe& 
God. *Twere eaſy to give more Inſtances 
of his praRiceof the Rule of Forgerfulneſs, 
bur I will not foreſtal Dr. S—th, I only take 
leave ro obſerve, that it 1s a very ſhameful 
PraRtice, and not to be indur'd in any Man 
bur the Dean ; bur inhim 1c may be indur'd, 
becauſe he can ſhade it by the Rule of Dark- 
neſs, Rule the Sixth; or alter the Looks of 
It, by the Rule of Diſguiſe, Rule the Third ; 
or throw the diſgrace of it upon his Ad- 
verſaries, by the Rule of Company, or Re- 
crimination, Rule the Second 3 or prove it 
no ſhameful Practice, by the Rule of putting 
Caſes, Rule the Fifch ; or take off from rhe 
Odiouſneſs of ir, by the Rule of Extcnuarti- 
on, Rule the Fourth : and 1t none of al! cheſe 
help kim in his Diſtreſs, he has his firſt 
Rule, the Rule of Afſurance, which 15, 92e- 
uaxo orgy, by which he will outface rhe 
Matter, in re mala, animo fi utare bono, juvat, 
ut nikil ſupra. Bur after all theſe helpful 
Rules of his Eccleſiaſtical-Polity Common» 
place-Book, as a Friend, I would adviſe him 


to conſider, whether he be concern'd in that 
of St, Pai! to Timothy; If any Man teach 0+ 
therwiſe, and conſent not to wholeſom Word's, 
even tie Words of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, and 
to the Doftrine which is according to God:ineſs : 
He us proud, bnowing nothing, but doting avout 
Queſtions and ftrifes of Words, wherenf cometh 
Envy, Strife, Railings, evii Surmiſings, Et 
T6 E200 ru 722A, Hy Uh Tegrtperhl Us 3i- 
eiveor As Tus TE Kuers Nuwy Ings KXoice, 
Ti val wits d'/a712)it, Tor Poms 
rey emgu wu, GAG vomy 77424 CuTH* 
Gets ty A039 142.4 us t& @V METH 020v©-, 
8215, EAT Dnikiculy Vaonvords mo'ncgs. Upon 
the word Aogo ny tat, Strite of Words, E- 
raſmus notes, quod Tater pres Greets divevit cas 
os A9HT wy, Which, bur for the tried and 
known Loyalty and Orthocoxy of te Bean, l 
would render fecitious Reatunings, 


To return from this long Diorcition, it 
ſuch it be; for though 1c 1s oft trom the 
Poſtſcript, yer not alcogether betide the 
Matter, The Dean juſtly and truly ob- 
ſerves, that Mr. H--w's Three Spirits, and 
Efſences, and Individual Natures, which 
make up the Unity of the Godhead, as he 
has repreſented ir, do nor ſeem to be Inti- 
nite : for, that which Three become by be- 
ing uniced, nor any one of them can be ſup- 
pos'd to be, confider'd by himſelt:; If each 
cannot be- cont:der'd by himfelt, then che 
Three cannot be diſtinguiſh'd ; 1f each can: 
be confider'd by himfelt, each muſt be con-- 
{ſider'd as not wholly the fame with all rhe 
Three in Union. Bur the Dean forgerfully, 
and untruly ſays, thac heallows but One Di- 
vine Effence, and One individual Nature ; 
for, { not ro rake norice of that pitiful Non- 
ſenſe, One Divine Narure repeated 1n Three 
Perſons without Multiplication] P. g1, of 
his Self-Defence, he has theſe expreſs words, 
The Dean knows no Divine Su5tance, or Eſjence, 
aiftinf from the three Diurie Perſons, but thas 
the Eſſence makes the Perſon, What he means * 
by the Efſence makes the Perlon, 1 do nor 
well know ; bur 'tis moſt manifeſt, that if a 
Divine Effſence, and a Liviae Pulun, be- 


the 


-the ſame wichour diſtinftion, that then there 
arc as many Effences as Perſons, and Per- 
ſons as Efſences, nor more nor leſs. In my 
mind, Three Divine Effences, are roo ma- 
ny by ewo; he had betrer loſe rwo Perſons, 
chan be overſtor'd with Divine Effences ; 
for one Divine Eſſence, and one Divine 
Perſon, is enough for any truly honeſt and 
religious Man. 

When the Dean declares, that ro own 
Three Eſſences, and Three individual Na- 
xures in the Godhead, withour making 
Three Gods, ſeems to have ſome Difficul- 
ty : methinks he ſeems to fear, that che 
tame may be ſaid of his Three Minds, Bar 
as I have above noced, Three ſingle Effen- 
ces he can admir of, and they will go for 
Three individual Eſſences, with any Man 
that has arhinking Mind, and no myſterious 
By-cauſe to ſerve, 

Mr. H— w having faid, in his Sober Enquiry, 
that the Dean's Hypotheſis lefr.our the very 
Kexu5, that ſhould unite the Three Perfons, 
and chat murual Conſciouſneſs berween Two 
ar Three Spirits, will not conſtitute them 
one Thing, The Dean anſwers him with 
ſiudied Reſpe& ro his Rule of Diſeniſe ; Mu- 
tual Conſciouſneſs ( ſays he ) #s not 4 Mutual 
JTaſpefion, or Inſfiaht into one another, but 4 
ſoeling each other in themſelves. Bur for my 

r, T hate a Ciſguiſe; and therefore I 
will make as bold with him, as he with che 
Unitarians 3 and if he will not give me 
leave, I will take leave to pull ir off, 

Mutual Conſciouſneſs (ſays he) is not a 
Murual Perſpe&ion, or Inſight into anacher, 
but a Feeling each other in themſelves, 
Now I will prove, that ir is both a Secing, 
and Feeling, nay, and a knowing too each 
other in themſelves, Def. p. 73. *©* Perſons 
&* eſſentially one by Mutual Conſciouſnets, 
« do ſee, and know, and feel each orher 
« in chemſelves, as every fingle indivi- 
* dual Mind feels irs own Thoughts and 
5 Paſſions. If the Dean will excepr againſt 
this Author, there's an End of my Argu- 
ment 3 bur, I rhihk, he has more Venera- 
£on tor him than fo, Now by this which-[ 
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have here obſcrv'd, I do fee, and feel, and 
know, thar the Dean's ſtudy & nor to frame 
an Anſwer ro his Adverſary's ObjeRtion, a- 
greeable ro his firſt Explanation of his bar- 
barous Terms 3 bur to ſay whar is necefie- 
ry to be ſaid, for the purring by a preffing 
unmannerly Obje&ion, wherher itt agree 
with his Explanation or nor. And then a- 
gain it 15 worth noting, he is pleaſed to call, 
a Feeling tach other in themſelves, (by which 
he defines Murual wes an Inter- 
ral vical Senſation. Now Senſation will 
take in Sethng, as well as Frelinz; and then 
Muruat Confctouſneſs, if he keeps to rhe ter- 
rer, will be Knowing each other m them- 
ſclves. In ſhort, Serins, Feeling, Knowing 
each other in themſelves, are Forms of ecx- 
preſſing, which he uſes promiſcuouſly ; noc 
very Orchodox indeed, bur there 15 no He- 
retical Senſe under them ; no Senſe ar all 
thar I know of: bur as he complements 
Þr. S—th, they are Gipſy-Cant, Hold, I cry 
him Mercy, for Gipfies underſtand one ano- 
cher's Gtbberiſh. His not very Orthodox Ex- 
preſſions, may po_ be berter call'd Roſy- 
crucian Cant 3 for thar myſterious Order of 
Philoſophers, are the only Perſons that 1 
know of, beſides our grofs Trirheiſts, who 
uſe Words without any intelligible mean- 
ing, 

Mutual Conſciouſneſs, is really nothing 
bur a ſhameful Inſtance of the Dean's Fa- 
culry in putting impoſhible Cafes, which it 
were not difficult ro expoſe ; bur his way ts, 
ro eaſe his Adverſary of that Labour, and do 
ic himſelf, His Self-Conſciouſneſs refures 
his Mutual Conſciouſneſs, 3. e. if he has de- 
fin'd them aright 3 for how ſhould he, char 
by . Self-Conſctouſneſs feels himſelf ro be 
himfelf, by Mutua!-Conſcioufnefs, feel him- 
ſelf ro be ſome Body elſe? Ir1s true, an 
intelligible Senſe of theſe words may be gt- 
yen : As thus, Iam conſcious ro my ſelf of 
whar I think, ſay, or do 3 and what 1s known 
rome and my Friend, of that we two are 
murually conſcious : Bur the Dean never 
underſtands words in their proper and 1a- 
rural fignificarjon, is never contented, = 

c 
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fe Has made them ſignify, what to Body 
can underſtand, nor he declare without talk- 
ing backward and forward, ſo ſhamefully, 
that were ir not for fear of his Vinditive 
Spirit, every Man would do as Dr. $—th has 
done, 5, e, ſhow him his Pi&ure, I had al 
moſt ſaid, his {ivizg and ſubſtantial Image. 

Bur he 1s ſure that Mr. H—w can never 
form any Notion of the Union of Spirnual 
Efſences, wirhour Murual Conſciouſneſs, Ic 
muſt be his Prejudice rhen chat hinders 
him, for Spiricual Efſences may be unired 
by Conſent ; buc that's not the Union he 
mtends, he intends an Eſſential Union, and 
that's an Efſencial Contradiftion, and Sub- 
ftanrial Nonſenſe, 

The Dean fairly recounts, that Mr, A—w 
repreſents che Unicy of the Godhead, by 
the Union of Soul and Body, which make 
one Man z and+ by the Union of the Divine 
and Humane Nature, which are ſaid to make 
one Chriſt. Now he criticiſes, and athrms 
theſe to be Perſonal Unions, [ meaning Uni- 
ons of divers things, which make one Per- 
ſon} but cannot be che Uniry of the God- 
head, im which there is a Trinity of di- 
ſtin& Perſons, 1 know no inconvenience of 
allowing according ro common Acceptation, 
that Soul and Body make up one thing, call'd 
Man; nor know I what Mr. H'-w can get 
by ir, for neicher of the rwo fingly 1s Man; 
or if each of them ſingly 1s ſo, rogerher 
they muſt make up a double Man : Which 


was the Fancy of che filly Indian in ob» 


Dreyder's Play. 


F hill d 4 double Man, the one half lay 
Upon the Ground, the othtr Tan away. 


But the Dean reje&s theſe Unions, (he 
ſays) becauſe they are nor the Unions of 
diſtin& Perſons. But that 1s not fair, for he 
himſelf has confeſs'd, once and again, thar 
there is nothing in Nacure hike Three Per- 
fons in One Godhead :. And I muſttake leave 


to t<ll him, that if- chere were, Mr. H—w- 


is-as like to find ic as he ; Bur fince there 1s 
nor, they muſt c'en-borh be congene with 


ſach faint Reſemblances as they can ger, As 
for the Union of two Natures, I have a bet 
ter Reaſon for rejeRing than the Dean by 


much, ir is building My _ ys pn 
p of ano» 


= proving one Dream by c 
ther, 

Mr. H—w's Unity of the Godhead: is 
ſuch, and no o:her, rhan rhe Dean ſpcaks 
it 3 ſuch an Union of Three Spiritual Be» 
ings, and Individual Natures, as rogerher 
[ which is fairly call'd, by Compoſition] 
conſliture the Godhead. Againſt this No- 
rion, he ſays ſome things weakly ;- thoſe the 
Lerter takes norice of, and perhaps | may 
alſo ſpend my Verdi on chem there : other 
things he ſays well, and with ſound Reaſon, 
but in chem he * moſt unlucky ; for inſtead 
of Three Spiricual Beings, Three Individual 
Natures, read Three Minds, or Perſcns 3 
and his Arguments conclude equally againſt 
his own Hypotheſis; Th ſhort, whar he ſays 
well, comes co this 3 If all Three are bur 
One God, then nor any One by himſelf is 
char One God : and this he ſays Mr, H—w' 
has own'd, p. 47. and I think his words 
come near it, which are theſe; When you 
predizate Godbeud of any Ont of the Perſons, you 
expreſs an inadequate Conctption of God, 
Bur to prove himſelf a ſounder Trinitarian, - 
he ſays that he owns, and that none are Or- 
thodox Chriſtians but they who own ſo too, 
thac the Father has the whole entire Divitits- 
ty 1n himſelf, that che ſame ſubfiſts inthe 
Son, the ſame in the Holy Ghoſt ; that each 
by himſclf- in the moſt proper adequate 
Conception, 1s true and perfet God, tho 
all Three are but One and rhe ſame God 3 
which does plainly and undeniably prove,- 
that the Dean, and all his Orthodox Chriſti-- 
ans do believe, that the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, are One and Three, in one and - 
che ſame reſpe&. For that Godhead, which 
by them-1s predicated of every of the Three 
ſeparately, that very Godhead is predicated 
of the whole Three conjundtly. 

The Dean ſays, that Mr. #—w's Notion 
of the Unity of che Godhead, is ſuch, that 
neither. the- Scriptures, -nor the Antiene' 

Church, - 


Cimurch know any-rhing of it, 'T am of rhe 
Mind, thar:the Scriptures: know as much of 
the Hypotheſis of one of them, as of rhar of 
the other : . and as for the Antient Church, 
- who can tcl] wharc he means by 1c? the Fa- 
ters beyond the acknowledg'd Rules of 
good Lite, neirher agree with one another, 
nor any one with himfeltz bur I gueſs his 
Antienc Church to be made up of thoſe par- 
ticular Doftors whom he judges to have 
ralk'd his Way, rbough I won't tware bur 
they may have drop'd a word or two in fa- 
your of Mr, H—w's Divine Compott- 
t10n. 

. Where any late Socinian Writers have de- 
clar'd rhemſclves willing tro compound this 
Diſpute of a Trinity of Divine Perſons, for 
the Three Attributes of Power, Wiſdom and 
Goodne(s, I krow not. | beg the Dean's pardon 
if I wrong him, when I believe he wrongs 
them: for I obferve that they have nored 
thac there are other as efſencial Atrribures 
of God, as the Three mention'd,: viz. Trath, 
and 7uſtjce, and fo che Myſtery will conſiſt of 
five-Partsz and that is xwo more than ir did, 
when it had two roozmany. And then 1f any 
of che Trinicarians m2ke bur,an Artrivute of 
che H, Ghoſt, yer they all do-and muſt allow 
Jeſus Chriſt co be a Perſon, and they all do 
2mm him to be one, and the ſame God with 
the Father, which I am very ſure the Souct- 
1140s will by no meats agree to, Indeed when 


the Trinirarians explain the Trinity, by cal- 
ling God as the Creator, Father 3 as the Re- 
deemer, Son ; as SanQifier, the Holy Ghoſt z 
the Socinians ſay, for Peace ſake they can en- 
dure this ; bur then they alſo ſay, *tis a harſh 
Way of ſpeaking, and in my Judgment, off 
from the Queſtion: for ſuppoſe that ſome 
Trinicarians could part with the perſonal 
Deiry of.che Holy Ghoſt, yer they are all per- 
tinaciouſly zealous for this impoſlible Piece 
of che Myſtery, that Jcſus Chriſt is one and 
the ſame God with his eternal Father; and 
then, though they may perhaps ſomerimes 
think good to ſhelter themſelves under the 
Proſcf}ton of One God, for various Reaſons 
variouſly denominated,yer they cannot come 
pound che Controverſy abour Three Perſons, 
for Three Attributes. Jeſus Chriſt is a Perſon, 
and I chink chey all make him one in the Tri- 
nity 3 and they may as well make three Per- 
ſons to be one God as two, and as well ſome 
other number as three, 

. The Dean egregiouſly miſtakes one thing, 
zi7, that the Socinzans are afraid of the Hy- 
potheſis of Three Divine Perſons, cach of 
which is God : bur I will aſſure him *cis no 
ſuch thing 3 though they are aſham'd of it, 
"tis ſo infiricely abſurd, and manifeſtly impoſ- 
file, they need not be afraid of ic ; for Rea- 
ſon will never recommend ir, only Perſecu- 
tion may frighr them from examining ic, 
who were bred up to It, 


On Mr. H--w's Letter in reply to the Poſtſcript. 


Nec quenquam jam ferre poteſt Ceſarve priorem, 
Pompeitiſve parem. ———— 


Ould Ceſar and Pompey have agreed 
ro ſhare Empire between them, 
they might have manag'd Rome, and 


the World as they pleas'd : but Pompey prouc 
of -his carly rFeame, and Jong Proſperity, 


would needs be uppermoſt, whule Czſar's 
Succeſs againſt rhe Gauls prompted him to 
endure no Supertour : ſo they divided their 
Intereſts 3 the Event was, Ceſar was too hard 


for Pompey by his Valour, Brutzs and - 
ts 
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the - Divine Oracles of z- Sacred Three, 
that afe each of them God, Whereas the 
Holy Ghoſt is ng where called God, the Son 


burin a few places; and in thoſe few, the 


Scope of che Writer ſuggeſts ro us the Reg- 
ſon of that Appellation, viz. che Dignity 
and'Power beſtowed on him by the Father. 
For which reaſon alſo Moſes, Salomon, and 
others are dignified with the ſame honau- 
rable Appellation, 

Plainly cold of Three, that are each of 
them God] ws dgzaaior aenyh in! How 
hard a thing is it, whena Man 1s engag'd, 
Sad ew Vantec, to ſerve a Cauſe, to 
make a Conſcience of whart he affirms? We 
are indeed, as he cruly notes, plainly cold 
of Three, and ſome things are ſpoken of 
each, which cannot be truly ſpoken of all; 
but this only proves, that the Three cannor 
be efſencially che ſame 3 ſo that if any One 
of them be truly God, the other two muſt 
be Creatures. Mr. H-— 1s ſtrangely raſh 
ro affirm, that the Scripture plainly cells us 
of Three diſtin& Perſons, each of which is 
God; for had chat been true, this Contro- 
yerſy had never been, 

Ic i$,as Mr.H. judges, eaſier to count Three, 
than to determine of Infiniceneſs ; Bur 
then how bold is he, to determine of the One 
as he does, and how unlucky is he in count- 
ing the other ? for he derermines that each 
of the Three diſtin& Perſons are the Infinite 
God, [ ſomerimes perhaps he uſes abating 
Expreflions ]; and he counts God the Fa- 
ther, God rhe Son, God the Holy Ghoſt, 
for One God. 

The Dean had argued, that if all Three 
Perſons by Compoſition are byt one God, neither of 
them, by bimſelf, is true and perſeft God, Which 
invidious Conſequence he charges Mr. H— 
to have pwn'd, Mr, Hm replies, that this 
is moſt untruly faid, and chat for his part, 
he denies both Ancecedent, and Conſequent too, 
If Mr. H—— can indulge himſclf co deny 10 
one place, what he has affirm'd in r, 
he ſhall always have ſomerhing to ſay for 
himſelf, wharſoever is ſaid agazait him: bur 
the Dean's Charge was honeſt, for Calm Dijc, 


Þe 7. Mr, H— writes thus : Father, Sax, 
Haiy Spine, being ſuppos'd neceſſarily eus- 
ſtent in thus uniteg State, they cannot but be God. 
Inftead now of Compoſition, pur in the word #9- 
getherin the Dean's Argument,and then ſure- 
Mr. H— will got be ſo hardy as to deny 
rhe Aytecedent ; and {till the Conſequence 
holds, witneſs the good Man's next wards : 
When you predicate Godhead, or the Name of God, 
of any One of them, you expreſs an inadequate 
Conception of God, And pray, what is thar, 
bur a half Conceprion of God, a Conceprion 
ſhorr of whar God is ? Indeed Mr, H--— did 
ur in anocher Epicher, and with that his 
hraſe ſounds thus : A rue, but inadequate 
Conception, Bur that is a Conrradiction in 
Terms, far a true Conception of a thing, is 
an adequate full Conceprion of it, and an 
inadequate Conceprian is not a true One. 
Whar follows, p. 41, aud 42. is nothing 
bur a ſenſle Scir concerning a Similicude of 
the Trinity, which chey both haye us'd, and 
bath confe6'd nothing to the purpoſe, Mr. 
H ovh He braught the Union of Sayl 
and Body, not tg illuſtrate Perſonal Union, 
but Eſſential 3 and yer his Buſineſs was 
to prove ic poſſible, that Three Perſons 
might become one God, So then by 
his Confeſlop, when he was to- prave his 
Point, he ralk'd off from the Mater, as 
many a fluent Orator has done, that he 
x not loſe, bur puzzle: che Cauſe, and 
ſo ſave ir, ; 
P, 42. Mr. H--- plays upon the-Deap with 
ſcoffing Sarcaſms: Bur ro his Argument a@ 
rurns nothing bur plain dull Falſhood, or ra- 
ther Theological Banter, 
1ſt. He ſays, tharche Deay (to make aur 
merhing againſt him) foiſts 1n a Suppoſi- 


' rion, which never came to any Man's Head, 


bur a Socinian's, and his own. This is by a 
Rhecorical Hendzadgs. co call him a-Socinan, 
as if the Dean had wrote his Viadication of 
the Trinicy-ro a0 purpoſe : But herein Mr, 
H---» does him maniteſt wrong, for on my 
Conſcience, he js no Socinian now, whatever 
he may haye been formerly, Bat Mer. H---- 
has a Plaiſter for rhe Wawns which chat Im- 


putarioa 
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putation gives: He ſaid what he faid [ if we 
-will believe him? tra Aipeſhigg the 
-Dean ro the Socinians, thar ſo ir-mighr a 
-pear moreſtrange that the Dean ſhould foiſt 
31a Socinian Suppoſirion. Thus the Dean is 
excus'd from being a Soctntan, and ro mend 
the Matter, ſer our for a Man of no Conſci- 
'ence; who being, in truth, an Anti-Socinian, 
yer argues againſt Mr. H=---, by virtue of a 
Socinian Suppofirion, and that ſoiſted in roo, 
| Mr. A#---- will not bate him a jor of beinga 
Foifter. I ſee the Calm Enquirer is no Angel, 
for he brings againſt rhe Dean a railing Ac- 
cuſation, which is more chan Michael did a- 
gainſt the Devil, a worſe Creature than Dr. 
Shelock by a great deal. 

Come we now to the Suppoſition ir ſelf, 
faid to be foiſted, If God be a Perſon, he can 
be but One. Now rhis Socinjan Suppoſition, 
or Argument, or whatever ir be, does nor 
look like a very unreaſonable One; and if 
the Dean ſhould be aſhamed of ir, becauſe 
it is ſaid ro be Socinian, he may for the ſame 
Reaſon be aſhamed of the moſt unexceptio- 
| able things which he ever wrote, Bur 


where's the Foiſting ? If Mr. H. did nor ſay 
chat God was a Perſon, may not the Dean 
ſuppoſe it, and argue from ic? Dares Mr. #. 
-denyt? Indeed he dares, bur with as emp-- 
1 Prerence, as can be ima- 

The Name of God ( ſays he) the 


Nam of the Eſſence, not the diſtinguiſhing Name 
of a Perſon, This is perfe& Theological Ban- 
ter, empty Words, to which he cannot fix 
an incelligible Meaning : Bur if Perſon fig- 
'nify an intelligent Being, as both rheſe An- 
ragoniſts admir, then the Eſſence, and Per- 
fon of God, cannor be diſtinguiſh'd; bur 
are of che ſame Import; then the Name of 
G:dis the Name of that Perſon, or Intelli- 
gent Being, which is God, And if God be 
-bur one God; then there is bur one Perſon, 
or Intelligent Being, which is God. 

Mr. H. purſues his Reaſoning thus:- © If 
« Three IntelligentNatures be united in one 
« Deiry, each will be Perfons, [he ſhould 
have ſaid a Perſon } © and each will be God, 
* and all will be-one God; I grant it; for, 


Dato uno abſurdo fequantur mille. Lit mt try my- 


hill ; If Three Incelligent Natures may be 


uniced- in One, then Two may be ſo united, 
and rhen the Dean will be Mr. H. and Mr. 
H. the Dean, each will be a Trinicarian, and 
both will be one Trinitarian : The truth is, 
nor Three, nor Two Intelligent Nature can 
be united into One the ſame Intelligent Na- 
rure* Nor can Mr, H. and the Dean be u- 
niced into the ſame Man 3 they come in- 
deed cloſe up to one another, and are toge- 


ther by the Ears, bur they can never be. unt- 


red into One. 

Mr. H. thinks ic makes for him; tho T 
know not which way, that he hath, as Di- 
vines commonly do, ſtiPd the Father Fors 
Trinitatss, What is the Theological Senſe 
of thar' Phraſe, I am not able to ſay ; the 
plain Senſe is, that a Triniry of Gods flow 
from the Father, and Three and One makes 
Four, unleſs ſome other Myſtery forbid. 

To avoid' rhe Dean's rallying his Hypo- 
theſis, Mr. H#. refers to what he has plainly 
ſaid of the Order of Priority, and Poſterio- 
rity. Calm Dif. p. 48. * 

Bur not a word has he there ſaid, more 
than thac his Hypotheſis preſerves the Or- 
der of Priority and Poſteriority, not of 
Time, bur of Nate. 

Priority and Poſterioriry, with reſpe& to 
Time or Dignity, 1s intelligible ; but Prio- 
rity of Nature, is a bantering Theological 
Ferm, incapable of Definirion, 

After this Mr, #. ſays ſeveral things, 
pinching enough againſt the Dean, bur co 
ſave himſelf nor a Syllable. 

I'am weary of cenſuring his weak De- 
fence, and mean to rake notice of but one 
Error more, bur that is a notorious one, 
P. 48; he ſays, That neceſſity of Exiſtence, com- 
mon to the Sacred Three, will prove each of them 
tobe God ; and the ſame btlonging to the Three, 


in the Order of Father, Son, and Hily Ghoſt, 1. e. 


m the Order of Natzre before-mention'd, 
ves them neceſſarily to be one God, 

Thar necefiity of Exiſtence, proves the 
neceſſarily exiſtent Being ro be God, is moſt 
certain ;: for that being which docs neceſſa- 

rily 
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rily exiſt; has alivays exiſted: And thar Be- 
ing which has always exiſted, had irs Being 
from no other, From that Being, which has 
irs Being, from. no other, all orher Beiogs 
muſt have their Being, with all the Powers 
and Faculties which relate to it ; So tharrhe 
Self-exiſtent Being muſt needs be God, the 
Great Creator. But now, that neceſſary 
Exiſtence can belong co Three diſtin Be- 
ings, let it be in what Order it will, chat's 
utterly impoſlible : for if Three diſtin Be- 
ings exiſt neceflarily, chen ſuch Three have 


always exiſted.; If they have always cxiſted,. 


- chey have done ſo, with equal or unequal 
Power, . 

Of Three that exiſt wich equal Power, 
no one has Infinite Power. Three,. whoſe 
Power is Finite, have what they have from 
another. Beings that have what they. have 
from another, do nor neceflarily exiſt 

Of Three chat exift. wich unequal Power, 
the two that have leſs than Infinice Power, 
have, what they have, from another, and 
therefore do not. neceſlarily exiſt. Bur if 
neceſſary Exiſtence could belong to Three, 
would that prove the Three to be bur One ? 
Then Contrarics ſhall prove one another, 
and borh Parrs of a ContradiQtion be. true 
ar the ſame time: If neceſlary Exiſtence 
can prove Three diſtin& Beings to be bur 
One, it may as well prove One to be None. 
But Mr. H, lays ſome ſtreſs upon SelF-Exi- 


ſtence's belonging to Three in the Order of 


Nature, 

What is this Order of Nature, that can 
work ſuch a Miracle? Let's conſider. By 
belonging to the Three, in the Order of 
Nature, he muſt mean belonging to chem 
alrogether,* or belonging to them one aſter 
another, or not belonging to them ar all : 
If he means belonging to them alrogerher, 
then his Order of Narure, is cloſe Order ; 
and proves the Three are One, becauſe they 
ſhare and ſhare like, in neceſſary Exiſtence : 
jt he means belonging to them one after 
another, then his Order of Nature 1s looſe 
Order, and proves that the Three are Oac 


becauſe they take their Turns in poſſcfling 
neceſſary Exiſtence : if he means not be- 
longing to them. ar all, then his Order of 
Narure is no Order, { which I gueſs is what 
ir will come to] and proves thae the Three 
are One neceſſary Exiſtent, becauſe no One 
of chem does neceflarily exiſt. 

Not to take my leave abruptly of theſe 
Trinitarian Antagoniſts, Mr. X. and Dean 
Sherlock, two Learned Men, but who arc 
not content to know concerning God what 
plain Reaſon, and clear Revelation rells 
them ; bur, prying further into his Nature, 
pretend that they diſcover Three Minds, 
Three Spirits, the One of which is not the 
other 3 Three Natures, Three Efſences, di- 
ſtint from one anocher-: I ſhall offer a Poc- 
tical Story. —— 

They ſay that Penthervs having a Mind to 
diſcover the ſecret Rices of Bacchus, gor up 
into a high Tree which overlook'd che ſhady 
Vale, where the mad Crew were ſacrificing ; 
buc they diſcover'd him, and the angry God 
ſirook him wich Madoc : Unhappy Per- 
theus's Madneſs Fo -y = vorh that all 
things appear'd e tohim; he thoughc 
he ow OD Suns and rwo Thebes ; poo 
as he was making towards the one, of a 
ſudden the other appear'd to him, and 
oblig'd him to change his courſe towards 
that : Thus poor deluded Man was he car- 
ried up and down, to and fro, bur nc'r could 
recover his Town of Thebes. 

A Learned and Noble Mythologiſt ap- 
plies this inſtruRive Fable, ro the Reproof 
of thoſe Men who dream of Myſteries, and 
by their admirable Skill in Philoſophy nicely 
expound them. Vain Philoſophy is the 
tall Tree which they climb to pry inco the 
Divine Nature 3. ſober Men note their Folly 
and deſpiſe rhem, and God gives them ups 
ro the Delufions of their vain Minds, while 
they diſtinguiſh berween the Light of Na-- 
ture and Divine Light, and oppoſe chem one- 
againſt che ocher : Theſe are the rwo Suns, , 
and the tw2 Thebes, which draw them. 
now one way, now another, and make —_— 


* 
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of aneertain amenes, always wavering, unmend ic again, #ic fit -[fays my Au- 
Now reap wi gonna Peri now that 3 re rope ye ry Kor 
now they are confident of ir, and now they rerum incerth, & flubtuantes, tantym  ſubitis 
doubt 5 now they mend it, and by and by mentis impulſibus, in fingulis circumagantir, 


FINTS. 
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BOOKS lately printed for the Unitarians. 


Pa Hiſtory of the Unirarians, in Four Letters. Second Edition. 
Defence of the Brief Hiſtory, againſt Dr. Sherlock, 
The AQts of Athanaſius, with Notes on his Creed: and Obſeryations en Dr. Sherlocþ's 
Vindication of the Bleſſed Trinity. 
Some Thoughts on Dr. Shel Vindication. 
Impartial Account of the Werd Myſtery, as it 1s taken in the Holy Scripture, 
Lerrer of Reſolurion concerning the Trinity. 
Two Letters touching the Triniry and Incarnation. - 
The Trinitarijan Scheme of Religion, wich Notes thereupon : which Notes contain 
. alſo the Unirarian Scheme. 
Obſervations on Four Letters of Dr. F. Walls. 
* Accurate Examination of the principal Texts, alledged for the Do&rines of the Dj- 
yiniry of our Saviour, and the Satisfation. In anſwer ro Mr. Milbourn. : 
Refle&ions on Two Diſcourſes by Monſieur Lamoth, concerning the Divinicy of onr Sa- 
viour. 
Conſiderations on the Explications of rhe Trinity by Dr. Wallis, Dr. Sherlock, Dr. S—th, 
Dr. Cudworth, and Mr. Hooker. 
Conſiderations oh the Explications cf the Doftine of the Trinity. Occafioned by Four 


- 


Sermons preached by his Grace the Lord Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury. A Sermon preached 
by rhe Lord-Biſhop of Worceſter, A Diſcourſe by the Lord-Biſhop of Salizbury. A Sheet by 
a very Learned Hand, containing Twenty eight Propofitions. A Treatiſe by an Eminent 

ifencing Miniſter, being A Calm Diſcourſe concerning the Poſſibility of a Trinity, And'a Book 
in anſwer to the Animadyerſions on Dr. Sber{ock's Vindication of the Trinity. 


by the Divine Oracles of a Sacred Three, 

are cach of them God. Whereas the 
Holy Ghoſt is no where called God, the Son 
bur in a few places; and in thoſe few, the 
Scope of the Wricer ſuggeſts ro us the Rea- 
ſon of that Appellarion, viz, the Dignity 
and Power beſtowed on him by the Father. 
For . which reaſon alſo Moſes, Salomon, and 
others are dignified with the ſame honou- 
rable Appellation. 

Plainly rold of Three, that are cach of 
them God] ws dgjanicr ag2y *57! How 
hard a thing is it, whena Manis engag'd, 

6 Vareheoes, to ſerve a Cauſe, to 
make a Conſcience of what he affirms? We 
are indeed, as he truly notes, plainly rold 
of Three, and ſome things are ſpoken of 
each, which cannot be truly ſpoken of all; 
bur this only proves, that the Three cannor 
be eſſentially che ſame 3 ſo thiar if any One 
of them be truly God, the other two muſt 
be Creatures. Mr. H— is ſtrangely raſh 
to affirm, that the Scripture plainly cells us 
of Three diſtin& Perſons, each of which is 
God; for had rhat been true, this Contro- 
verſy had never been, 

It is,as Mr.H. judges, cafier ro count Three, 
than ro derermine of Infiniceneſs : Bur 
then how bold is he, ro determine of the One 
as he does, and how unlucky is he in count- 
ing the other ? for he determines that each 

f che Three diſtin& Perſons are the Infinice 
God, [ ſometimes perhaps he uſes abating 
Expreiiians ]; and he counts God the Fa- 
ther, God rhe Son, God the Holy Ghoſt, 
for One God. 

The Lean had argued, that ij all Three 
Perſons by C 101 are but one God, niither of 
them, by bimſol}, 1s true and perſeft God, Which 
invidious Conſe he charges Mr. {— 
to have own'd, Mr. H—— replies, that this 
is moſt unruly faid, and that for his part, 
he denies both Anzecident, and Conſtquent roo. 
If Mr. #-— can indulge himſelf ro deny tin 
one place, what he has affirm'd 18 , 
he ſhall always have ſomerhing to ſay for 
bimſclf, whacfoever is faid agawit him: but 
the Dean's Charge was henett, for Calm Diſc, 
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Ms Tn; cn 
f it, being ſuppos ily ext- 
ſtent in this united St ate, a etank, 
Inſtead now of Compoſition, pur in the word to- 
£tther,1n che Dean's Argumenr,and then ſure- 
ly Mr. H-— will not be fo hardy as to deny 
the Artecedent 3 and ſtill the Conſequence 
holds, witneſs the good Man's next words : 
When you predicate Godhead, or the Name of God, 
of any One of them, you expreſs an inadequate 
Conception of God, And pray, what is that, 
bur a half Copceprion of God, a 10n 
ſhort of whar God is ? Indeed Mr. H-— did 


as if che Dean had wrote his Vindication of 


the Trinity ro no purpoſe : Bur herein Mr, 


has a Platfter for the Wound which char Im- 
C puration 
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putatjon gives: He ſaid what he ſaid [ if we 
will behieve lim) ———— the 
'Dean to the Socinians, ' that ſo- How: 1.7 

more ſtrange thar the Dean foiſt 
21 4 Socinian Suppoſirion. Thus the Dean is 
excus'd from being a Soctmnian, and ro mend 
the Matter, ſer out for a Man of no Conſct 
ence; who being, in trurh, an Anti-Socinian, 
yer argues againſt Mr. H=--, by virtue of a 
Socinian Suppoficion,/ and that ſoiſted in roo, 
Mr. H---- will not bate him a jor of beinga 
Foiſter. I ſee the Calm Enquirer is no Angel, 
for he brings againſt che Dean a railing Ac- 
cuſation, which is more than Micbar! did a- 
gainſt che Devil, a worſe Creature than Dr. 
Sberlock by a great deal. 

Come we now to the Suppofition it ſelf, 
faidto be foiſted, If God be a Perſon, be can 
be but One, Now this Socinjan Suppoſition, 
or Argument, or whatever it be, does nor 
look like a very unreaſonable One; and if 
the-Dean ſhould be aſhamed of ir, becauſc 
it is ſaid ro be Socinian, he may for the ſame 
Reaſon be aſhamed of the moſt unexceptio- 
nable chings which he ever wrote. But 
where's the Foiſting ? If Mr. X. did nor ſay 
chat God was a Perſon, may not the Dean 
ſuppoſe ir, and argue from ic ? Dares Mr. H. 
deny it? Indeed he dares, bur with as emp» 
ty, metaphyſical Prerence, as can be ima- 
gin'd. The Name of God ( ſays he ) is the 
Name of the Eſſence, not the diſtinguiſhing Name 
of a Perſon, This is perfe& Theological Ban- 
xcr, © Fame 7 P__ ks 
2 intelligible Meaning : Bur if Peyſon 
nify an intelligent Berg, as both theſe An- 

iſts admit, then the Efſence, and Per- 
ſon of God, cannot be diſtinguiſh'd, bur 
are of the ſame Import; then the Name of 
God is the Name of that Perſon, or. Incelli- 
gent Being, .which 15 God. And if God be 
but one God, then there js bur.one Perſon, 
or Intelligent Being, which 1s God. 

Mr. H. purſues - his Reaſoning thus:: © If 
« Three JntelligentNarures be united in one 
« Deiry, each. will be Perſons, { he ſhould 
have ſaid a Perſon} © andeach will be God, 
« and all will be one God, I. grant ir, for, 
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Datouno abſurdo ſequimtur mille, Let mt tity my 
51: If Three Incelligent Natures may be 
united in One, then Two may be ſo unned, 
'and rhen the Dean will be Mr. #, and Mr. 
-H. the Dean, each will be a Trinirarian, and 
both will be one Trinitarian : Phe truth 1s, 
nor Three, nor Two Intelligent Natures can 
be unired into-One the ſame Intelligent Na- 
ture* Nor can Mr, H. and the Dean be u- 
niced into the ſame Man; they come in- 
deedcloſe up to one another, and are toge- 
ther by the Kars, bur they can neyer be uni- 
red into One. 

_ Mr. H, thinks ir makes for him, tho 1 
Know not which way, that he hath, as Dri- 
vines commonly do, filiFd the Father Fors 
Trinitatzss, "What is the Theological Senſe 
of that Phraſe, I'am nor able to ſay ; the 
plain Senſe js, rhat a Triniry of Gods flow 
from the Father, and Three and One makes 
Four, unleſs fome other Myſtery forbid. 
; To- avoid the Dean's rallying his Hypo- 
theſis, Mr. H. refers to what he has plainly 
faid of the Order of Priority, and Poſteriu+ 
rity. Calm Dif. p. 48. 

Bur not a word has he there ſaid, more 

than that his Hypotheſis preſerves the Or- 
der of Priority -and Poſterioriey, not of 
Time, but of Nature: 
- Priority and Poſteriority, with reſpeR ro 
Time or- Dignity, is intelligible; but Prio- 
rity of Nature, is a bantering Theological 
Term,. incapable of -Definition, 

Afrer this Mr. H. = feveral things, 


_ g enough againſt che-Dean; but ro 
ave himſelf not a Syllable. 


I am weary of cenfuring his weak De- 
fence, and mean to take notice of bur one 
Error more, but that is a notorious one, 
P. 49. he ſays, That neceſſity of Exiſtence, com- 
mon to the Sacred Three, will prove each of them 
tybeGod ; and the ſame belonging tothe Three, 

the Order of- Father, Son, and Holy Gboſt, 1. e. 


in the- Order of Natare before-mention'd, 


proves them neceſſarily to be one Gog, 

That neceſſity of Exiſtence, proves the 
neceſſarily exiſtent Being robe God, is moſt 
certain z- for chat being which does _— 
wy 


rily exiſt, has always exiſted: And thatBe- 
ing which has always cxiſted, had irs Being 
from no other, From that Being, which has 
irs Being from. no. other, all ocher Beings 
muſt have cheir Being, with all the Powers 
and Faculties which relate toit : Sotharthe 
Selk-exiſtent Being muſt needs be God, the 
Grear Creator.. But now, that neceſſary 
Exiſtence can belong to Three diſtin& Be- 
#ngs, ler ir- be in what-Order it- will, that's 
utterly impoſſible : for if Three diftin& Be- 
ings cxiſt neceſſarily, chen ſuch Three have 
always exiſted :. If-chey havealways exiſted, 
they have done fo, with equal or unequal 
Power. | 

Of Three that exiſt wich equal Power, 
no one has Infinite Power, Three,. whoſe 


Power is Finite, have whar they have from. 


another. Beings that have what they haye 
from anorher, do nor neceſſarily exiſt. 

Of Three. char exiſt wich unequal Power, 
the two thar have leſs than Infinite Power, 
have,. what they have, from anocher, and 
therefore do nor neceflarily exiſt, Bur if 
neceſſary Exiſtence could belong ro Three, 
would that prove the Three to be bur One ? 
T.hen- Contraries ſhall. prove ane another, 
and both Parrs of a Contradiftion be true 
at. the ſame time: If. neceſſary Exiſtence 
can prove Three diſtin& Beings ro be bur 
One, it may as well prove One co be None. 
Bur Mr. H, lays ſome ſtreſs upon Self-Exi- 
ſtence's belonging to Three in the Order. of 
Nature, 

What is this Order of Nature, that can 
work ſuch a Miracle? Let's conſider. By 
belonging to the Three, in the Order of 
Nature, agar nc onging £0 Ro 
alrogether, or belonging to one afrer 
another, or not es bo ro them ar all: 


If he means belonging to them alrogerher, 
then his Order of Narure, is cloſe Order 
and proves the Three are One, becauſe they 
ſhare and ſhare like, in neceſlary Exiſtence: 
if he means: belonging to them one after 
another, then his Order of Nature 1s looſe 
Order,. and proves chat the Three are One 
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becauſe they take their Turns in poſſeſNi 
neceſſary Exiſtence ; if he means de. 
longing to them ar all, then his Order of 
Nature js no Order, { which I gueſs is what 
it will come to | and proves thae the Three 
are One ry Exiſtent, becauſe no One 
of rhem does neceſſarily exiſt, 

Nag to take my leave abruptly of theſe 
Trinitarian Antagoniſts, Mr. X. and Dean 
Sherlock, two Learned Men, but who are 
not conrent to know concerning God whar 
plain Reaſon, and clear Revelarion cells 
chem ; bur, prying furcher into his Nature, | 
pretend that they diſcover Three Minds, 
Three Spirits, the One of which is not the 
other ; Three Natures, Three Efſences, di- 
ſtin& from one anocher ; I ſhall offer a Poe- 
tical Story, —— : 

They ſay that. Pintheus having a Mind to 
diſcover the ſecret Rices of Bacchus, gor up 
into a high Tree which overtook'd the ſhady 
Vale, where the mad Crew were ſacrificing z 
but they diſcover'd him, and the angry God: 
ſtrook him wich Madneſs : Unhappy Pex- 
thens's _— ny XN _ wo chat all 
things appear'd double ro him ; he thoughc 
he tw two Suns, , and rwo Thebes ; fo thar, 
as he was making towards. the one, of a 
ſudden the other appear'd to him,. and 
oblig'd him to change his courſe towards 
chat: Thus poor deluded Man was he car- 
ried up and down, to and fro, bur ne'r could 
recover his Town of Thibes, 

A. Learned and Noble Mythologift aps 
plies rhis inſtruRive Fable, ro the Reproof 
of chaſe Men who dream of Myſteries, and. 
by their admirable Skill in Philoſophy nicely 
cX them. Vain Philoſophy is the 
rall Tree which they climb to pry inco the 
Divine Nature 3 ſober Men note cheir Folly. 
and deſpiſe them, and God gives them up. 
to the Deluſions of their vain Minds, while 
chey diſtinguiſh berween rhe Light of Na-- 
cure and Divine Light, and oppoſe them one- 
againſt che other :. Theſe are the rwo Suns, . 
and the two Thebes, which draw. them. 
now one way, now another, and make them. 
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doubt 3 now they mend it, and 
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ALETTIER concerning 


and the Athanaſian 


the T rinity, 
Creed. 


LF. 
The Igtroduftion: 


Gentlemen 1 


i. W; Shall make no-Apology for propo- 
ſing theſe Difficukies ro you : for 
as it is my Duty to get the beſt 
Light and Information I can, to 
promote my eternal Happinels ; ſo 

ic-is yours (who are beſt able) to give me 

all che Help and Aſſiſtance you can. Could 

I have ſarisfied my ſelf by reading what our 

Divines (who ſo extreamly claſh with one 

another) have written on this Subject, I 

ſhould nox have given you-nor my ſelf this 

Trouble, 

2. To engage you the more freely to 
comply with my Deſires, you will have an 
'Opporrunity not-only to ſatisfy me, bur alſo 
a .great Number of pious Men, who are 
afletcd wich the ſame Doubts, which are 
occaſioned in a great meaſure by the-great 
Difference and Diviſions that are amongſt 
the Clergy abourthe Dgdtrine of the Triri- 
ty-3 who (ic is true) agree in affirming that 
BoRrine is a Fundamental Article, and that 


Mer;s Salvation depends upon believing a-. 


right: concerning the Perſons, yer. they ex- 
trcamly differ abour the meaning of the 
word Perſon, without the knowing of. which 


it is impoſſible roapprehend what che Three. . 


arc, 


can believe it, otherwiſe he may be obliged. / 
to believe he knows not what, it being um- 
poſſible ro believe any thing concerning emp- 
ty. Sounds, or Words that have no Idea's 
fx'd to them, One can neicher affirm ar 
deny, believe or disbelieve- a Propoſition - 
thar he does not underſtand ; ir is impo! 

to aſſert ſomewhar of nothing, and what he. 
has no Idea of is nothing to him: One may 
as - well be obliged to do a thing when he 
knows not what he is 'to do, as-to: believe 
when he cannot apprehend what he is to 
believe. To thns .it. may be ſaid, We are 
obliged to believe there is a God, tho he . 
1s infinitely above our Apprehenfion. I an- 
fwer, We are not required to. belicve more }. 
of God than we can- conceive. of him, nor - 
is it pofltble, becauſe Belicf is nothing elſe 
but the ſuppoſing the Idea's we have of any - 
thing are true; -and. where we have no - 
Idea's, there 1s no SubjeR. for us to exerciſe 
our Bclief upon. . If we did not apprehend 
what he 15, how could. we ſay that he is an 
all-200d, all- powerful, all-wiſe Being 2 Ifany - 


thing be ſo far a Myſtery-as to be hid from: : 


Human Uuderſtanding, it is impoſlible to - 
{cheve it; A Man. may believe there are . 


Myflerics, or hidden things, bur-he cannoc - 


3- A. Man that is obliged ro believe a believe-thoſe very Myſteries, as long as they . 


wing, mult firſt know what it ts before. he 


-6oncinue ſuch, 


If Belief could be had wich» -- 
" = aQUuz : 


(4) 


"out Knowledg, Beaſts might be as capable 
of it as Men: From whence it is evident, 
that a Man that has no Idea ar all, nor no 
rrue one of the three Perſons, 1s no more 
capable of belicying aright concerning them, 
than a blind Manis of Colours. And if we 
will believe ſome of our eminent Church- 
men, the urmoſt Knowledg we can have of 
them, 1s like that of a blind Man, who may 
believe there 1s ſomewhat called Colours, 
tho he knows not whar ; ſo may we believe 

: enar the Perſonsare not mcer nothings, bur 
' three ſomerhings, tho what we can nowiſe 

«.CONCEtve, 

4+ Bur 1s not this to ridicule che Chriſtian 
Religion, and render it moſt abſurd and irra- 
tional, in obliging People ro pur their Truſt 
in three they know not what, ard to pay Di- 
vine Worſhip to each of. them, when the 
meer Lighe of Nature obhgeth Man not to a- 
dore for Godany cling, but what he believes 
ro ' be an Omniſcient and an Omnipotenc 
'Being, both able ro know and relieve his 
Wants,and accept his Thankſgivings? To pay 
Divine Worſhip co any thing elſe is Idolatry ; 
but ro worſhip they know not what, or can 
frame no Idea of,is the worſt of all Idolatrics. 
To oblige People to worſhip three, and not 
ro ler them know what the three arc, is 
bancering inſtead of inſtruting them, tho 
in a matter of infinite Concern; ir is to give 
them a Liberty to take what they pleaſe 
"— they ſtick ro the Number Three ) 

r the Objets of their Worſhip. Bur 1t 
the three have any determinace Senſe, (as 
there can be no doubr if there are three buc 
they __ it muſt be Idclatry ro take them 

4n any other ſenſe, becauſe 1t is direQting 
our Worſhip to wrong Objeas, and adc- 
ring three that we ought nor to adore, and 
conſequently rhe Miſtake can be nothing 
leſs than Idolatry. 

5. And the Danger of falling into ir cannor 
bur be very great ſince there are ſo many 
wrong Trinities, and more every day En- 
creaſing, Authors having ſuch different Ide- 
-a's of rh;em, that there are almoft as many 
'Trinities as Writers, each having a new 


Lo 


one of his own 3 and their Trinirties are nor 
only divers, but oppoſite, as Properties 
and Eſſences, Modes and Minds, external 
Denomination and real Beings, &c, 

6. They agree only in the ſame Words, by 
which they make their Party and Number 


appear the more conl:derable ; bur on the 


account of their Liviſions and Subdiviſions, 
they are the moſt inconſiderable ct all Sets ; 


- and their Differences had been much greater, 


had the Generalicy bur explained what they 
mean by Perſons, which they ſay muſt cer 
be raken in its ordinary ſenſe, but whar orher 
they ſhould rake it jv, they are fo far from 
agreeing, that they are infinitely divided a- 
mongſt themſelves, ſcarce three that venture 
ro explain rhemſelves, being of tie ſame 
Mind; and they that have publiſhed whar 
they ſuppoſed the three are, have fallen in- 
to groſs ContradiQtions, plain Polytheiſm or 
Sabell;}ariſm : And this has not been made 
apparcat by the Unitrarians only, bur by 
our own Wricers themſelves, who have ſufh- 
cicntly ſhown the Abſurdities and Contra- 
iRions of one another; and he that has 
tlic gocd !uck ro write laſt, is ſure to expoſe 


' thoſe 14ho had the Misfortune to handle this 


Subjc& before him, 

7, Whilſt each condemns tie ſeveral Ex- 
plications of che reſt as either mconiiftent 
with the Uniry or the Trinicy,do they nor all 
in their turns (ſay the Unitariars) bear wit- 
rets that our Oppoſition ro the Trinitarian 
Dodtrine is well grounded and reaſonable ? 
And js icnota grand Preſumprion that rheir 
Adverſaries are in the wrong, fince they de- 
ſtroy one another's Hypotheſes, bur raiſe 
none but what are liable ro the like Ex- 
ceprions? and ought not each Sect be lefs 
alluming, fince nor only the Unirartans, but 


all the ocher Trinitarians condemn them as- 


guilcy of paying Divice Worſhip to three 
to whom chey oughe not ? And ought not 
the Unitarians to be treated with more Mo- 
deration, at leaſt, until cheir Adverſarics 
agree wherher ir be a Trinity of Minds, 
Eſſences, Somewhats, Attributes, Faculties, 
Nodes, External Denominations, &c. "ay 
mu 
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-muſt adore? To puniſh them before we can 


rell or agree what ir 1s they ought to be pu- 
niſhed for ( to ſay no worſe of it ) 1s very 
odd, and yer in proſecuting them js the 
only thing the Trinicarians agree in, In 


ES — 


their Explanations they differ more ani 
wider wich one another than chey do wich 
the Unicarians themſclves, Bur of thar 
more hereafter, 


SAT IL 


Reaſonings upon the Athanaſian Creed. 


2. "T Here is nothing, with Submiſſion to 

theſe learned Writers who have (o 
much vexed this Controverſy, more unac- 
countable and abſurd, than their jangling 
and wrangling about rhe meaning of the 
word Perſ-n: 1t 1s a great Argument they 
have torger, or do- nor believe rhe Arhana- 
fran Creed, which ſaith, We are compelled by 
the Chriſtian Verity to achnowledg tuery Perſon 
to be by himſelf God, And if a Perſon was 
any thing but God, or not the ſame with 
God, it would be Idolatry ro worſhip him. 
Is itnot a Demonſtration that thoſe that pay 
the higheſt Adoration to a Perſon, have no 
different [dea's of God and a Divine Perſon, 
bur by adoring him do acknowledg him to 
be God? and 1s nct a Divine Perſon an Un- 
create, Ercrnal, Incomprehenſible, Almighty 
Being ? And what 1s God bur ſuch a Being ? 
We cannot have an higher Idea of God 
than that he is ſucha Perſon; and to frame 
any other, it muſt be one thar is lower, and 
conſequently Blaſphemy againſt God. Were 
there any thing more in God than in a Civire 
Perſon, he could nor be God, becauſe there 
would be {ſomewhat wanting in him ro make 
him God. Ina word, if a Perſon be God, 
there can be no real Difference or Diſtin- 
&ion berwcen them; for no Being can be 
but 1t (clf, it !s the (ame with it- (elf, and 
diſtin and different from ail ochers, And 
it 15 evident the Scriprure makes them the 
ſame : For Heb.1.3, the Apoſtle calls Chriſt 
the expreſs Image of God's Perſon 7 And Col. 1, 
15- he calls him the Image of the Ivrijible 


God: which two places ſheiy there is ho 
more Difference beiryecn the Perſon of God 
and God, than there is between the Perſon 
of a Man and a Man. 

9. If a Man is an Animal, all that is in the 
Idea of Animal muſt be contained in that of 
Man, otherwiſe he could not be an Animal. 
There is (ic is true) more in the Man, as Ra- 
rionalicy, which is wanting in the Animal : 
bur I ſuppoſe they will not ſay the ſame con- 
cerning a Perſon, thac he is God, and ſome- 
what more than God 3 eſpecially when they 
ſay, that in the Idea of God is contain'd that 
of three Perſons. Bur to ſpeak properly, 
truly and naturally, Man is no other Animal 
chan that which is rational, a Man is a ratio- 
nal Animal, and a rational Animal is a Man, 
= are convertible Terms, and are only 
different Words to expreſs the ſame Being. 
So a Divine Perſon and God are convertible 
Terms 3 for there cannot be more in the 
Idea of God than of a Divine Perſon, be- 
cauſe he is God: And ir is as evident that 
chere is nothing comained in the Idea of a 
Divine Perſon that is nor conrained in that of 
God : To affirm the contrary, would be ſo 
far from making God three Perſons, that 
there would Le ſomerhing wanring to make 
him one Perſon, Perſon is a Term which 
we give to all [ntelligent Beings, cicher Man, 
Angel or God: and as we have no ditferent 
Idea's of Man, and a Human Perſon, or of 
Angel or Angelical Perſon, ſo we have the 
ſame {dea of God, and a Divine Perſon; 
and God is in Holy Wric deſcribed as a 

Perſon: 
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Perſon ; and as thc Father (who 1s a Per- 
fon) is God ; ſo G2d, az appears by a great 
Number of Text:,is a Perſon,ui. the Fatier, 
© that it 1s evident, there 1s nothing more 
in the Idea of one than of the other, and 
rhat they are predicated of one another, 
and are convertible Terms, and only diffe- 
rent Words, which ſignify the Self-ſame 
all-perfe&'Bcing. From whence ir is evi- 
dent, how abſurd ir 1; to ſay a Divine Per- 
ſon 15 a Mode, an Atcribute, a Property, or 
a Somewhat, &c. 

10; Having;accorgding to my weak Abllity, 
vindicated the Honous. of a Divine Perſon, 
and cleared: the Athanaſhan Creed from 
ſpeaking ſo cortemprivly of him :. T muſt 
defire'of you ro inform me how it 15 poſſible, 
fince God and a Divine Perſon are the very 
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ſame Being,thatthere ſhould b2rhree Perſons 


and bur one God 3 1s ir not ſaying rhat there 
arethree Gods, and bur one? or at leaſt three 
Dti and bur one God ? ſince there 15 no more 
Diference. between a Divine Verſon and 
God, thanthere 1s. berween God and Deus, 
To fay that each Perfon by. himſcIf, rhat 1s 
ſingly and diſtin& from orhers, is God, and 
yerallchree rogerher arc but one. God, 15 to 
1ay-a fingle Perſon 1s and 15 nor God: Its 
ro ſay the Perfons are three and one 1n the 
fame reſpe, iz. God, becauſe the three 


and the one arc the f{cif-ſame God. 1n af- 


firming God js-three Perſons, and yer one 
Perſon:is God, the very ſame God that 1s 
three Perſons, you ath:m that thcre are 
three and not 'three Perſons contained 1n 
the idawof God. And docs ror the-Creed 


make 4c Damnation to believe any Diffe- 


rence or Diſtiafiion. berwocen God-end a.41n- 
£le'Pcrion, vecauſe xrhar «muſt be deny4ag 
4891 Perſon 'i5 God ?-And-does'tr notallo 
mgk=ijr D2mnation nor to. bchevela Difle- 
rence, my fogreata One as thattiivec of the 


Fickt .are 'burt:ove »of | tle aft? fo itharehis 


z60d,charinavle Creed ony:danns a]l.choie 
zhat:cannor believe a-Divirne Perſon is, and 
«rm ule fame-wich (2d. 4na Word, 'God; 


- 


three Perſons. If he be not three Perſons, ].. 


then there iz an End of che Trinity; and if 
le be three, then a ſingle Perſon is nor 
God, becauſe God is three Perſons, A 
Divine Perion is cither an entire God, or a 
Part, oran Attribute, or Property of God, 
or ſomewhat that is neither God, nor Part, 
nor Property of God, If a Perſon be an 
cntire God, then there muſt be as many 
Gods as Perſons 3 bur if but a Part or At- 
tribute or Property of God, then each Per- 
{on 4s not God, becauſe only a Part or Pro- 
perry of God ; . bur if he 1s neither God, 
nor a Part nor Property of God, no number 
of Perſons whatever can he God, Bur if 
the firſt Perfon, and that God who is called 
the Fatner, are the ſame numerical Being, 
and if the ſecond Perſon is that God which 
is-called rhe Son, and the third Perſon be 
the ſame with thx God which is called+che 
Sptrir, are there. not as many Gods as Per- 
ſons, ſince they are convertible Terms, and 
ſgnify che ſame Beings? How do you prove: 


that there are three Almighty Incomprehen- -. 


fible Perſcns, but becaufe there are three, 
each-of whom 1s an Almighty Incomprehen=- 


{ible Perſon? Does-not the {ame- Argument... 


prove thar-there are three Gods, ſince 
there are three, each of-whom 1s God? Is 
not God predicated of. each of the three as 


well as Perfon ? 1f chere are three Almighty-. 
and Divine Perſons, there muſt be three... 


Divinirties, for tne Divinieies muſt be as: 
differenr,. as the Divine Perſons are ta 


whom they belong, .and three Divinicies 


neceſlarily infer three Gods, T humbly de- 


fre to know the difference between-three 


Gods, and three, each of whom 15 God ; if - 


cne 15 one God, will 4c not follow thar 


tzec that-are diſtin irom oge another. 


ach by himſelf God, are-thrce Gods? To 


except ar che ſame time he 35'three and not 
zee Perigns, muſtcither bexthrec or. not-. 


number three Divine Perſons,- and co fay 


cach ;z-God, cr to lay they arc. three - 
'Gods, :ts ir no: only a different Vay of: 


exprefſing thevſame things, and equally in 
conſiſtent wich both, to fay there :15 but'one 
God ?:If one Ecernal Almighty+Perſon, 25 


for. wftanee the. Father,, be one all-perfeR; 
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God, to whom _— at all can be addee, 
is it nor down right Effronery to deny three 
ſuch Perſons are three Gods ? It an Almigh- 
ty Perſon be multiplied, muſt not God be (o 
roo, except there are two Almighty Per- 
ſons, and neither of them God? To athrm 
the Father is God, the Son is God, and the 
Spiric is God, and yer there is bur one 
God, is it not to affirm there are three Gods 
in Number, and yet but one in Number. 

11. If theſe things muſt not be called Con- 
traditions, they muſt ar leaſt be allowed to 
be unintelligible, and conſequently can never 
be che Subje&-matrer of Belief : and do nor 
People, like Parrots, repear theſe Propofiri- 
ons without apprehending them ? Is 1t nor 
ſaying a thing, and then unſaying 1c again, 
which is ſaying nothing art all ? If the laſt 
Clauſe is to be believed, the firſt cannor, be- 
cauſe the Jaſt js a Negarion of the firſt; and 
if che firſt is to be believ'd, for char very rea- 
ſon the laſt cannor. The Parts of any of theſe 
Articles, when conſidered by rthemniclves, 4t 15 
eaſy to apprehend 3 as for inſtance, when | 
ſay the Father is God, the Son is God, the 
Spirir is God, or-that there are three Per- 
ſons each of whom is God, theſe Words are 
very intelligible, ſo are theſe, there 15 but 
one God 3 but when I join theſe 'rogether 
I only contradi& my ſelf, and in ſo doing 
fay nothing at all, I then can apprehend 
no Senſe or Meaning in chem, and conle- 
quently they cannor be the SubjeRt of my 
Eclief, or of God's Revelation. 

12, For that can never be revealed unto 
Man, which he is not capable of underſtand- 
ing ; and if all muſt be damned that do noc 
believe the Arhanaſian Creed, the Compiler 
himfelt cannot avoid that Fate, 

13. Inſhorr, can chere be a more abſurd 
Attempt than to endeavour to prove there 
are three Divine Perſons, each of whom is 
God, and yet bur one God ? Becauſe the 
Arguments that prove there is but one God, 
muſt prove thar rhere js bur one Divine Per- 
ſon, becaufe God and a Divine Perſon are the 
lame: and on the contrary, the Arguinents 
that prove three Perſons, muſt proye three 


Gods, becauſe a Perſon is God, As to the 
laft, all the Antwer I ever mer with is, that 
you do not ſay each is a God; if we a(- 
firmed thac eaci) is a God, ir would be, tay 
jou, a manifeſt Cortradiftion to fay these 
1s bur ore God, Burt why may we nor ſay 
of ſeveral Divine Perſons, thar each is a God, 
as lay of ſeveral Humane Perſons, that eac}: 
is 2 Man; fince God and Man are [lniverſals, 
and predicared of more Perſuns than ore? 
And each Divine Perion is as much cf him- 
ſclf God, as cach Humane Perſon is Man. 
To ſpeak improperly will by no Means ſolve 
che ContradiQions., 

14. if che Father isan Infinite All-perfeQ 
Be ing,and if the Son 1s diſtin& from che Fa- 
ther, he muſt, ifhe be a God, be a Diſtin& 
Infiaite, All-perfe& Being : for the ſame Be- 
ing can be noways diſtin&t from himſelf, and 
certainly two DiſtinR All-perfeR Beings are 
rwo Diftindt Gods, 

15. Are nor the Father andthe Son Re- 
latives, and ccuſcquencly canner ſubſiſt bur 
in different Subje&s, and what SubjeRt has 
each bur God? the Father is God, the Son 
is God, and-conſequently different Gods, 
becauſe differcnc Livine SubjeRs. 

16, It the Son is the ſame God, as he 
15 thar begort a Son,he mutt beger a Son too, 
EXCept the ſame God did, and did not begor 
a Son ; burif he begor a Son, he begor him- 
ſelf, which is begerting nothing ar all, be- 
cauſe he himſelf muſt be before he could 
at, that is beget himſelf, 

17. To ſuppoſe the Perſons the ſelf-ame 
God, 1s wholly ro confound them : becauſe 
then there could be no more diſtintion 
between them, than berween the ſelf-Game 
God and himſclf; and it would be as impol- 
ſtole to pray to one, and not to the others,as 
to pray and nor to pray to the ſelf-ſame God. 

18. If God be three Perſons, and each 
Perion is God, there muſt be nine: Perſons ; 
becauſe each ſingle Perſon muſt be three 
Perſons, otherwiſe he- could not he Ged. 
who-1s three Perſons ; yer all rhefe Perions 
noways differ from one Perſon, one Perſos 
is cone God, and the ſeveral Pcrions are but 

the 
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the ſelf-fame- God, and can be no more di- 
ſtinguiſhed from one Perſon, than the ſelf- 
fame God can be diſtinguiſhed from him- 
ſelf, becauſe the ſeveral. Perſons, and the 
fingle Perſon and God, are the ſcli-fame 
Being, 

19, Let the Terms Perſon and God ſignffy 
whatever Men pleaſe, yer as long as they ſay 
that each of the Perſons is one God, and 
that the three Perſons are the ſame God, 
there can be no difference between three 
Perſons and one, nor. between firſt, ſecond 
and third Perſon, 

20, For thoſe things, according to the 
common Senſe of Mankind,are the ſame with 
themſelves, that are the ſame with a third 


and all Knowledg, but intuitive, depends 


upon the Truth of it: for when by com- 
paring of two Ideas rogether, their Agree- 
ment cannot be diſcovered, if they, by com- 
paring them with a third, are found to be 
the ſame with it, it is an evident. Demon- 
ration that they are the ſame amongſt 
themſelves ; ſo thar if the three Perſons, and 
one Perſon, and the firſt, ſecond and third 
Perſon are the ſame with God, (otherwiſe 
none of them could be God) they are the 
ſame with one another, only different Words 
to ſignify the ſame Being. To deny this 15 
rodeny as certain a Demonſtration as can be, 
and to affirm it: would be to deſtroy all in- 
tuitive Knowledg, becauſe by comparing, 
withour the Intervention of any third, rhe 
Jdea's of one and three, of firſt; ſecond 
and third, their Difference is moſt evidently 
ſeen:. 
21. On the contrary, if the Perſons are re- 
ally diſtinQ, and each is God, muſt not each 
be God: diſtin&. from the others? For no- 
thing without- manifeſt Abſurdiry can be 
diſtinaly predicated of three diſtin& Per- 
fons, if- it do not diſtin&ly belong to cach : 
and if the Farher is God, confidered as di. 
ſtin& from: the other two, and if, each of 
the other two is:diſtiat from him, and one 
another, will there nor be three diſtin& 
Gods, and conſequently three divers and dif- 
rent Gods ?- For. all diſtinRign, that is 


more thatr nominal, ſuppoſerh ar leaſt a 
numerical Difference and Diverſity; and if 
God the Father be not God che Son, nor 
God the Son God the Spirit, chere muſt 
be a numerical Difference between them; 
which every one that can number- three- 
muſt-needs-know are three Gods; for one 
God, and one God, and one God, none of 
which are the other, are three Gods. 

22. To ſay they are three Perſons and but 
one God, 1s a ſenſeleſs Evation ; becauſe God 
3s contained 1n the Idea of a Divine Perſon, a 
Divine Perſon 15 God :. If a Perſon is nor 
God, but a Somewhar diſtin& and different 
from God, no number of Perſons whatever 
can be God, 

23. Is irnot equally as abſurd ro ſuppoſe 
three Infinite Perſons as three Gods? And 
the ſame Arguments- that: demonſtrate the 
Impoſlibility of the one, equally demon- 
ſtrare the Impoſlibilicy of the other. I deſire 
ro know but any one Argument that holds in 
one caſe, that does nor in the other. Where 
is the Difference berween one God, and one 
Divine Perſon with all che Divine PerfeRions 
inhering in him, and ſo between three ſuch 
Perſons and three Gods ? 

24+ To ſuppoſe three All-ſufficient Perſons, 
1s 1t not to ſuppoſe two Perſons to no end or 
purpoſe, becauſe one All-ſufficient Perſon 
as well as one God, is fuffiejent-for all things 
whatever? The-Truth of this is ſo very evi- 
dent, that our Clergy are forced to confeſs 
ie; yet they on pain of Damnation require 
that we muſt believe three ſuch Perſons, 
( For which of the Perſons. is not All-ſuffi- 
cient? ) an All-ſufficient Father, and an All- 
ſufficient Son, and-an All-ſufficient- Spirit. 
Whatrſoever 1s neceſlarily in God, muſt con- 
rain ſome Perte&ion 3; but what PerfeRion is 
it for God ro be more than one All-ſufficienc 
Perſon ?. for if one is All-ſufficient, the-reſ}- 
muſt be uſeleſs. and ſuperfluous, and conſe- 
_ rhere cannot be a.greater Aﬀront to 
the Divine Nature, than..to . ſuppoſe two 
ſuch Perſons in it. Bur if ir be a Perfeion 
in God to be more Perſons than one,- the 
more Perſons he 1s,. the greater his PerfeRi- 

ons 
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"ons are; and God who has Infinity of Per- 
* feftions, would be infinice in Perſons ; and an 
-infinice Number will no more deſtroy the 
'Uvity of God than three. 

25. There cannot be ſuppofed in God 
- more Perſons than one, without ſuppoſing an 
infinite Number; ſor what Reaſon ſcever 
moved the firſt Perſon ro beget rwo Perſons 
-equal to himſelf, the ſame Reaſon (becauſe 
; their Nature is the ſame ) muſt move the 
others to beger their Equals, and fo on to 
Infinity. 

26. If the firſt Perſon produced two equal 

«ro himſelf, it was no doubt an Eſſential Per- 
fetion of his Nature, otherwiſe he might 
' have choſen whether he would have pro- 
duced them, and they, when produced, 
would have had but a precarious dependent 
Being, fince they muſt depend upon his Will 
and Pleaſure for cheir continuance in Being, 
. as well as for their Being, Bur if ic be not 
eſſential to the Nature of the Son and Spi- 
ric to produce more-Perſons equal.to them- 
ſelves, their Nature 1s not the ſame with the 
Father's, and they want Perfe&ions that he 
has, or rather had z who ſince he now pro- 
. ducerh no Perſons equal to himſelf, has loſt 
a Perfetion thart is efſential to his Nature, 
and conſequently ceaſes ro be all perfe& : 
So that the Nature of the thing demonſtrates 
that there is not, nor can there be more 
than one All-ſufficient Perſon. 

27. To ſuppoſe three All-ſufficient Perſons 
in God, is to ſuppoſe God more than All- 
ſufficient; for if rhere he in God three ſuch 
Perſons, there muſt be in him three All- 


ſufficiencies, which 15s ſufficiently abſurd : 


for how can there be an Addition to all, or 
how can God be more than All-ſuffictent ? 
28, Is it not a Contradiction to ſuppoſe 
three Infinites of the ſame ſort, becauſe it is 
ſuppoſing infinire Addicion to infinite ? If 
it iS abſurd ro ſuppoſe more than one infi- 


nire Space, why is it not as abſurd to ſup» 
poſe more than cne infinite Perſon ? 

29, By what has been ſaid, it is evident 
that chree Divine Perſons can no more exiſt 
than three Gods, and that rhere 1s no real 
Difference berween a Divine Perſon and 
God ; and tr js as evident that the Church 4n 
her Liturgy and Creeds owns them to be the 
ſame: Yer when the Unitarians affirm you 
are guilcy of groſs Impiety of adoring three 
Gods, in paying Divine Worſhip ro three 
Perſons, then you contradi&t your ſelves, 
and deny that God and a Divine Perſon are 
the ſame, and ſay that by Perſon you mean a 
Ze ne ſeay quoi, ſomewhat that 15 1nconceive- 
able, as well as inexpreflible, Notliing can 
be more diſingenuous, chan to ſay you do 
not apprehend what a Perſon is, when you 
conſtantly ſay rhat che Father, whom you 
mean by the firſt Perſon, 1s God, and ſay 
the ſame of the ſecond and chird Perſon, 

30. But this prevaricating can ſerve to no 
purpoſe ; for eicher a Divine Perſon and God 
are, or are nor the ſame: if they are nor the 
ſame, it is Idolatry to pay Divine Worſhip 
ro a Perſon, becauſe you pay Divine Wor- 
ſhip to a Somewhat that is noc God: Bur if 
God and Perſon are the ſame, the paying 
Divine Worſhip to the three Perſons is the 
worſhipping of three Gods, becauſe three 
Gods and three Perſons are the ſame. 

31- The ſame Argument will hold what- 
ever Name you give the three; nay, tho 
you are fo very cautious as only to ſay the 
Three, yet as long as you pay Divine Worſhip 
ro each, you own three Gods; becauſe the 
three are chree Obje&ts of Divine Worſkip: 
for when you worſhip one, you do not wor- 
ſhip the other two, but each by himſelf; and 
you your ſclves own that nothing but God, 
without Idolatry, can be an Object of Divine 
Worſhip, and conſequently three Objedts of 
Divine Worſhip are three Gods, 
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CHAP.| I. 


Of the Nominal Trinitarians. 


32. T HE next thing that-in this Creed 

ſeems to be as difficult ro be ap- 
prehended, as three Perſons and one God, 
1s, that. nct only a Father and a Son (which 
all Mankind agree do ſignify not only 
rwo diſtint, but rwo oppoſite ſubſtan- 
tial Beings ). but alſo a Spirit- proceeding 
from both, (which demonſtrates thar he 1s a 
Subſtance diſtin& from both ) are the ſelf- 
ſame ſubſtancial Being 3 or in other words, 
three Perſons, aiid one Subſtance, Bur this 
is only the Opinion of the Nominal Trini- 
tarians,ſuch as Dr .S—th,Dr.W--s. &c. but the 
real Trinitatiars, who hold three real na- 
tural Perſons, ſuch as Dr. Sy. che Author of 
the 23 Propoſitions, &r. tho they ſolemnly 
damn all that do not believe this Creed, do 
therſclves aſſert as many Subſtances as Per- 
fons 3 but of the difference between them, 
I ſhall haye occaſion to ſpeak hereafter. 

33. If one Perſon be not a Subſtance, no 
Number of Perſons (that are nor ſubſtan- 
thal) can be a Subſtance, Bur if a Perſon 
be a Subſtance, rhere muſt be three Su}:- 
ſtances, becauſe Subſtance is contained in 
the Idea. of Perſon, and. conſequently as 
many Subſtances as Perſons. All that we 
apprehend of a Divine Perſon 1s, that he. 1s 
the SubjeR in which -11 the Divine Atrribures 
exiſt, .thar. he is (as the Creed declares) 
- KImighry, Erernal, &c. which 1s che ſame 
we a7prehend of the Divine Subſtance : rho 
we uſe the word Perſon rather than Sub- 
ſtance; yer all we perceive by either of 
them, or of, the Divine Nature, Eſſence, 
God, or any other word we call che Supream 
Being by, 1s, that they are the SubjeR in 
which the. Divine Attributes iohere, and 
are only different words ro expreſs the Di- 
vige. Bcing by, 


34. Bur it 15 ſaid, tho a Perſon is a Sub- 
ſtance, yer there 1s but one Subſtance, be- 
cauſe cach Perſon js this one Subſtance, 
Bur if the Father 1s this one Subſtance, how 
can the Son, who 15s not the Father, and con- 
ſequently not that ſubſtantial Being which 
is the Father, be this Subſtance ? Or how 
can che Spirir, who is neither of cheſe ſub- 
ſtanrial Beings, be ir? Is ir not-ro ſay the 
firſt Perſon is the Divine Subſtance, then to 
deny it by ſaying the ſeccrd 1s, and ro de- 
ny that roo, by ſaying the third 1s, which 
is nothing !cis than a Triiky of Contra- 
dictions ? 

35. They confeſs it j3 a Contradidcton to 
ſay, that the ſame Subſtance 1s in three crea- 
red Feings, but rhey ſy It may be other- 
wiſe in uncreatcd or infinite Beings, becauſe 
the Reaſon 1s not the ſame berween Finite 
and Infinite Beings ; and ler the Socinjans 
(fay they:) prove, if they can, that the (elf- 
ſame infinire Subſtance carnor be in chree 
Perſons : So far Iam of their Mind, t'-at it is 
a hard thing to prove it, ſo it is any (cf: 
evident: Prupoſition. Ir contradits our 
cleareſt Idea's, ro ſuppoſe: the ſame nume- 
rical Subſtance chat 1s in one Perſon to be 
at the ſame time 1n another; and we can as 
little apprehend what we mean, when we 
ſay rhe ſame numerical Subſtance conſtitutes. 
three infinite Perſons, as when we ſay the 
ſame Subſtance conſtitutes three finice Fer- 
ſons : Is not the-Reaſon the ſame between 
an irifinite Perſon and an infinite Subſtarce,. 
as berween a fimite. Perſon and a finite Snh- 
ſtance? Docs rot the Idea of an infinite 
Perſon comprehend the {dea of an infinite. 
Subſtance, as wcll as the Idea of a finite 
Pcrfon that of a fitite Subſtance ? If by 
reaſon of. che Difference between finite and 
iofaice, 


"Ee. 


"Ce 


(11) 


infinice, there is a Difference between the 
Number of Perſons that the Subſtance 1s 


-in, it would follow that the Difference of 


Number is infinite; for che infinice Diſtance 
which 4s berween a finite and infinite Sub- 
lance, which they ſay cauſerh the- Diffe- 
rence of Number, neceflarily ſuppoſeth this. 
For the ſame Subſtance to be wholly in one, 
and at the ſame time wholly 1n another, 1s 
in ir ſelf inconſiſtent, and conſequently muſt 
be ſo, whatſoever SubjeRs ir is predicated 
of, For, ; 

36, If thoſe Idea's that are in their own 
Nature inconſiſtent, are not ſo when ſpoken 
of infinite Beings, we cannot deny any ching 
abſolutely of an infinite Being, Would ir 
not be very ridiculous to ſay, char tho it 1s 
impoſſible for a finire Being to be, and not 
co be, yet it may be otherwiſe in infinite 
Beings ? for the Reaſon is not the ſame, &c, 
The Rule (it is true) of arguing from one 
ro the other does not always hold : Bur that, 
which according to the Idea's we have of 
cirher, appears to be a Contradiftion we 
cannot believe, Lecauſe a Contradiction is an 
affirming and denying the ſame thing of che 
ſame Subje& at the ſame time, which we 
are ſure can never be predicated of any 
Subje& whatſoever nature it 1s of, Bur it 
may be ſaid, that they perhaps are no Con- 
traditions in themſelves, but only accor- 
ding to our Idea's of things z which granting 
ro be true, yet it is impoſſible ro believe 
whar appears to us an Affirmation ard a 
Negation of the ſame thing. We cannor 
believe that three Beings, whether finite or 
infirice, each of which 1s a ſubſtantial Be- 
ing, have the ſame Subſtance, becauſe it 15 
ſaying they are three and not three, but 
only one ſubſtantial Being ; becauſe, accor- 
ding to thoſe Idea's we have of things, the 
Subſtance of any Being, and the Propertics 
that belong to it, are noways differcnt from 
che Being ir ſelf; ſo that if they are the 
ſame Subſtance, they have the ſame Pro- 
perties, and are the ſclf-ſame Perſon, with- 
out any manner of Difterence between them. 
If one 15 not the crher, and each is a Sub- 


ſtance, the Subſtance of one can be rd» 
more the Subſtance of another, chan the 
Being of one can be che Being of another. 
By what has been ſaid, I think ic is very 
evident, that according to thoſe Idea's we 
have of Subſtance and Perſon, it is a flar 
ContradiAton to ſay, there are three of 
the one, and bur one of the other, Tf you 
change your Idea's of them, and not tell 
whar Idea's you have, it is impoſlible to be 
for or againſt char Opinion. If you ſay 
you have no Idea's of a Divine Perſon, you 
calk like Parrots when you affirm or deny 
= thing concerning, what you have no idea 
of. 

37. If che Perſons are the ſame Subſtance, 
then the ſame Subſtance is begotten, and 
unbegotten; and yer the Subſtance that is 
begotten and unbegotten, 15 neither begot- 
ren nor unbegotten, but proceeding, So the 
ſame Subſtance is ſelf-exiſtenr -and not ſelf- 
exiſtent from all Erernicyz ſelf-exiſtent as 
it is the Father's, but doubly not ſelf-ex- 
iſtentas It is the Son's and Spirit's ; ſo the 
ſame Subſtance is 1ncarnate and nor incar- 
nate: bur if che Divine Subſtance is incarnate, 
muſt nor the three Perſons be incarnate, be- 
cauſe the Perſons are noway diſtin& from 
the Divine Subſtance, and the Properties 
that are 1n ie? In a Word, to ſuppoſe bur 
one Subſtance, is really to deſtroy the Son 
and Spirit 3 becauſe the Divine Subſtance 
could nor begert any new Subſtance, becavſe 
that would be to ſuppoſe (contrary to the 
Creed) two Subſtances; nor could any Ar- 
ceibures or Modes, or any thing that in- 
heres 1n a Subſtance be begor, becauſe they 
carnot. ſubſiſt by themſelves 3 nor can any 
thing that 15 jn the ſelf-exiſtenc Subſtance, be 
{aid co be begor or procecd from the Divine 
Subſtance, becauſe they are as ſelf-exiſtent 2s 
the Divine Subſtance ir ſelf : fo thar ir 1s 
evident, nothing did proceed, or was begor- 
renz which does neceſſarily deſtroy - the 
Trmity, and the Doctrines depending upon 
it, 


383. The laſt Evaſion 1s, that tho the Per- 
ſons are the ſame numerical Subſtance, yec 
B 2 therg 
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there 1s a Difference between them, becauſe 
they are three different Ways the fame. 
But ſuppoſing the Divine Subſtance to be 
three different Ways the ſame, yet this 
would . not make any Difference or DiſtinRi-« 
on berween the (ſuppoſed) Perſons, be- 
cauſe every Perſon 1s the Divine Subſtance, 
which is three different Ways the ſame, 
and conſequently muſt have the ſame Attri- 
butes, Modes, and evcry thing clſe the ſame, 
that is in, or apperrains to the Divine Sub- 
ſtance, The ſame <ubſlance neceſſarily ſup- 
poſes the ſame Attributes, Properties, Qua- 
liries or Modes, which cannor exiſt but ina 
Subſtance ; ſo that if the Subſtance be three 
different ways the ſame, a Perſorr muſt be 
three different ways the ſame. To be diffe- 
rent, and yer the ſame, 1s a Contradidtion 
nor is the matter mended by three differenc 
ways the ſame : for the ſame Subſtance can 
be no ways different from ir ſelf, which ir 
muſt be if it makes three different Perſons, 


—__— 


each of whom 1s the fame Subſtance, T5 
be, is common to all rhings, it is the diffe. 
rent ways of Being that makes the Diffe- 
rence beriween Things ; and three different 
ways of Being makes three different Things. 
In ſhort, none bur a Metaphyſician could 
have found our this Diftin&ion of the ſame 
Subſtance having three different Modes of 
ſubſiſting, or being three different ways the 
ſame,which is wholly unintelligible,and con. 
ſequently impoſlible co be believed : Ic is 


a Multiplication without an Addition, for to + 


be three, or three thouſand ways the ſame, 
adds nothing to a Being ; for if ir did, ic 
would nor be the ſame : Soto ſubſtrat from 
a Being all the different ways of being the 
ſame, nothing 1sdiminiſhed from the Being 
which is ſtill che ſame 3 fo char as one is a 
Mulriplication without any Addirion, the 
other is a Subſtraction. without. any Dimi- 
nution. 


—— EE_ 


CH.AT.: IV. 
Of the Animadverter's Hypotheſis. 


39- Ef gg common Opinion of the Trint- 

rarians, even from the beginning 
(if we may believe the Animadverter) has 
been, that the three Perſons are not three 
Subſtances, Attribures, Properties, or any 
real, but only incompleat Beings, viz. three 
Modes, which he faith have no Exiſtence of 
their own, ſuch as Abſence, Preſence, Depen- 
dence, Change, ( which by the Animadverter's 
leave are nort- Modes, but Relations ) or 
which wiil (as. he ſaith) make one have a 
clearer Idea of them; they are the ſame 1n 
Divine,as Poſt,re in human Beings. If the Per- 
fons are no more than three ſuch Modes, the 
Difference berween the Unitarians and Tri- 
nitarians is only, Whether the Divine Sub- 
ſtance or Pcrſon (taking Perſon in the pro- 
per (enſe ) has three Modes, or bur one be». 


longing to him, which even according to 
him, 1s but an immaterial and trifling Diffe- 
rence, becauſe the Modes being but incom- 
pleat and not real things, can cauſe no real 
Diſtintion: Two at leaſt of which may be 
abſent without the leaft Alteration in the 
Divine Subſtance or Properties. Beſides, we 
cannot apprehend any thing in the Divine 
Nature analogous to Poſture,and three Modes 
of the ſame ſort (as the three Perſons are) 
are wholly unintelligible; How can we ap- 
prehend three Preſences or three Abſences 
( for theſe are his Modes ) of the ſame 
Subſtance ? ir is as impoſſible to diſtinguiſh 
three ſuch Modes, as it is three Attributes of 


the ſame ſort; as for inſtance, three infi-- 


rite Wiſdoms jn the ſame Divire Snbſlance, 
But it. 5 faid, a Perſon 1s nut a mecr Mode, 
bug 
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but the Divine Subſtance with a peculiar 
Mode ; bur if each Perſon is the Divine Sub- 
ſtance, he muſt have in him all che Modes, 
becauſe he is che Divine Subſtance, in which 
the Modes ſubſiſt. To ſuppoſe any manner 
of Diſtintion berween them, 1s co ſuppoſe 
a Diſtin&ion between the ſame Subſtance 
and ir ſelf, and that the ſame Subſtance has 
Modes in it which the ſame Subſtance has 
not, 

40. Bur can three Modes (ſuppoſing they 
did really cxiſt) cauſe ſo grear a Difference 
in the Divine Subſtance, thar ir at the ſame 
time ſhall be and ſhall nor te incarnate, 
ſhall give Sarisfaftion to 1r ſelf and receive 
it from it (elf, can be both the Sender and 
the Sent, &«c 2 
41, If there be any Thought, Word, or 
any of choſe Aftions that are proper to [n- 
relligent Beings, that belongs ro one and nor 
ro the orher, it ſhows that they are more 
chan diſtina Modes, they are diſtic&, intel- 
ligentr, ſubſtantial Beings. And are nor the 
Father and the Son 1n Scriprure frequently 
oppoſed to one another as Intelligent Be- 
ngs ? The Father knowing and loving the 
Son, is not the Son's knowing and loying 
the Father ; bur each has a numerically di- 
ſtin& Knowledg and Aﬀe&ion, and conſe- 
quently each his Efſence muſt be as diftin& 
as his Properties are. To deny that they 
are ſubſtantial Beings, is not only to ungod 
them, and to deny that they are the Sub- 
jets in which any of the Divine Artribures 
exiſt, bur to deny they have any Power to 
nnderſtand, to will, of which only ſubſtan- 
tlal Beings are capable. 

42. They may as well ſay, ſeveral Men 
are but one Man with different Modes of 
ſa>ſiſting, as ſay, God the Father, and God 
the Son are different Modes of one God, 
or one Divine Subſtance, They call them 
diftint Modes, but by paying Divine Wor- 
ſhip co each, and by giving to each, diſtin& 
from the other,Divine Titles and Accribures, 
they own them ro be diſtint Gods, They 
are moſt admirable Modes, that have all the 
Divine Pertethons 1uhering in each of them, 


43- The Animadverter ſufficiencly proves 
this has been the Opinion of the Orthodox 
for above 800 Years. Burt this muſt be 
ſaid for them, they were in a manner forced 
into it, becauſe they had no other way to 
keep up ſome face of a Trinity, and avoid 
proteſting the apparent and open Tritheiſm 
of the Nicene Fathers, who held the three 
Almighty Subſtantial Perſons, were no 0- 
therwiſe one God,than becauſe they had the 
ſame common Nature : And for the ſame 
reaſon they ſuppoſed rhree Men, as having 
the ſame Human Nature, to be bur one Man. 
It had been impoſſible to have made thar 
Queſtion intelligible, ( abour which the 
Eaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops ſo fiercely con- 
tended) zi. Whether the Spirir proceed- 
ed from the Father alone, or from the Fa- 
cher and Son, had they believed chem the 
ſelf-came ſubſtantial Being. Bur this Tri- 
cheiftical Norton was held (as the Biſhop of 
Sarum obſerves) until after the fifch Centu- 
ry, but Carcellers proves it prevailed much 
longer z bur at _aſt che Clergy having found 
our (a wonderful Diſcovery indeed ! ) rhac 
three Infinite, Almighty, Subſtantial Beings 
are three Gods, and fearing there was no 
way of diſguiſing fo felf-evident a- Truth 
from che moſt ordinary Capacities, yer not 
daring to call in Queſtion what the Authority 
of ſo many Fathers and Councils had made 
ſacred, they prerended that the Farhers 
(when in oppoſition to the Aians, who held 
the Perſons are of an unlike Subſtance) ſaid, 
rhey are of the ſame Subſtance, that chey 
meant the ſame numerical Subſtance. And 
which is moſt unaccountable, tho the Mo- 
derns fatd there 15no other Trinity than of 
three Modes ſubſiſting in one Divine Sub- 
ſtance, yer they contiaued the old way of 
worſhipping thera as three diſiict Almigit- 
ty Beings, 4 

44- in a word, that one Almighty Bcing 
ſhould have three Modes or Manners of be- 
ingthe ſame Almighry Being, is a piece of 
Jargonry that cannot be appreliended, and . 
con{equently nor believed; and ir isno lets 
chan a Cuncradiction, to ſay thas. one Al- 

mighty 
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mighty Being, by having three manners of 
being, ſhould be three Perſons, each of 
whom is an Almighty Being? Ir 1s in plain 
Engliſh ro ſay, that one Almighty Being 
does ſo ſubſiſt as ro be three Almighty 
Beings. 

45+ Bur granting there are neyer fo many 
Modes, yet if each Perſon has che Divice 
Subſtance, he muſt neceſſarily have all che 


Modes, becauſe they 'are Modes of the 'Di- 
vine Subſtance ; except the ſelf-Came Sub- 
ſtance has Modes chat the ſelf. fame Subſtance 
has nor, or that they are not Modes but Sub- 
ſtances, and ſubſiſt by chemſelves and nor in 
the Divine Subſtance, Nor can Modes (it 
there are any ſuch in God) be leſs ſelt- 
exiſtent than the Subſlance, fince they are 
Modes of the Subſtance,which is ſelf-exiftenr, 


———_ 


CHAR YV. 


Of the Hypotheſis of Dr. W--s. Of the Author of the Trinity placed 
in its due light. And the reſt of the Nominal Trinitarians. 


45. } | 0 the Abettors of this Opinion, 

there are a great many Trinitarians 
who no otherwiſe differ from the Unitarians 
than in Name, whoſe Trinities they not 
only allow but contend for. Some of them 
ſay,Cand Dr:W.has writ in Defence of it) that 
the three Perſons are only three external 
Denominations of God, according to the 
different Operations of his Goodneſs rowards 
his Creatures, in creating, redeeming and 
fanftifying them 3 which AQions (iris true) 
can only belong to a Perſon, but they noways 
ſuppoſe different Perſons : 1t 1s purely a no- 
minal Diſtinion in calling che ſame Perſon 
by different Names, according as his Attions 
are different. What Unitarian ever denied 
that God 1s cur Creator, Redeemer and 
SanRifier? Others ſay that the Perſons are 
che ſame in God, as Faculties in Man, iz, 
Underſtanding, Will, and Memory: Eur 
theſe are not Perſons, but Powers and Abilt- 
tics belonging co a Perſon, as the Under- 
ſtanding is that Ability a Perſon has to per- 
ceive and compare Idea's together 3 the 
Will che Power to prefer thinking of one 
thing before another, &c, the Memory the 
Power of rccolleing Idea's. Orhers ſay 
rhe three Perſons are the three Arrribures 
of God, Power, Wiſdom and Goodneſs 3 


(and in Defence of that Opinion there is a 
Book lately written, called, The Doftrine of 
the Trinity placed in its due Light ) : Bur if 
chere are no other Trinictes but theſe, none 
but an Atheiſt, who denies the Being of a 
God, denies that God has an Underſtand- 
ing and Will; and, tho not properly ſpeak- 
ing, a Memory or Power of recolle&ing 
Idea's, becauſe the Idea's of all things are 
always preſent to him ; or denics thar God 
is infinitely good, wiſe and powerful, If 
there be no other Trinity but of Infinite 
Goodneſs, Wiſdom and Power in one Dij- 
vine Being, 15 it not Idolatry to pay Divine 
Worſhip to three Beings, cach of which 
(fince cach is God) has infinite. Wiſdom, 
Power and Goodneſs? Or if chcre 1s bur one 
Being with infinice Underſtanding, is jt nor 
unlawful to adore three ſuch Beings, each of 
which has an unlimited Underſtanding ? Or 
if chere 1s bur one, that is our Creator, Re- 
deemer and SarRifier, 1s 1t rot Polytheiſm 
to adore three, each of whom tis a ſupream 
Creator, Redeemer and SanGifier? Donor 
theſe Men the more they prove cheir Hypo- 
theſes, the clearer demonſtrate themſelves 
guilcy of Idolatry? Againſt whom do they 
write bur againft themſelves, and prafticc 
of Mother-Church ? not againſt che Unica- 

rians, 
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rians, who are really as zeal6us as they 
prerend to be, to defend the ſacred Truth 
of only one Divine Being or Perſon, with 
infinice Wiſdom, Power and Goodneſs, who 
created, redeemed and ſanftified Mankind : 
Yet theſe are the Champions of the Trinita- 
rian Cauſe, With what Applauſe were the 
Sabellian Notions of Dr. W's three Reſpects 
or Relations, preach'd before the Univertity 
of Oxford ? Hoav has Dr. $—th been admt- 
red for making the chree Almighty Perſons 
three Modes or Poſtures? It muſt be a 
ſtrange unaccoumable Dodrine that they 
pretend to vindicare, fince they have no 
better way of defending it but by becray- 
ing it and writing againſt it, 

47. Do nor the Unitarizns owe theſe Men 
their urmoſt Acknowledgments for vindica- 
ting their way of Worſhip; and for joining 
with them againſt the Polyrheiſts and dit- 
guiſed Pagans? for fo, according to their 
Principles, they muſt look: on all roſe thar 
adore three all-knowing Subſtances, Minds 
or Spirits, as Dr. $-—th does Dr..Sherl, Is 
tc not very ſtrange, that chey char pretend 
to believe bur one Almighty Berng, Mind or 
Spirit, can join with them, and uſe rhe very 
ſame Words and Expreflions as they do 
who adore three Almighry Eſſences, Spirits 
or Minds ? -It js very evident one Farty muſt 
grofly prevaricate with God and Man, [I 
would willingly know of the Nominal Tri- 
nitarians, which of their Modes, Attributes, 
Facultics, external Denominations, &*c.. 1s 
God .che Father, which is God tke Son, and 
which 1s Ged the Spirit, and how they. be- 
ger and procced frum .one another ? Muſt 
nor theſe Notions be very uncouth when 
they are applied to the Incarration ard Sa- 
tisfattion? Eur wien they ſpeak of theſe, 
then they are real Trinitarians z {9 are they 
when they. endeavour to prove the. Spirit 
and Logos to te Perſons; then they take 
Perſon 114 the fame ſenſe as the reab Trini- 


rarians do, aud fay they are not the Power 


and Wiſdcm of God, becauſe the Scrip- 
tare relates ſuch Afions of them as can 
bong, . to none bur ſubſtantial Ecings, or 


which is all one, to Beings that ſubſiſt by 
themſelves, and in whom all the Divine Ar» 
tribures do ſubſiſt, 

48. Ir 15 a very difficult matter-ro know 
under what Head to rank the Generality of 
Trinirarians, who will be thought to be 
neicher real nor nouminai Trinitarians, and I 
think cannot proyerly be ſaid to believe any 
Trinicy, fince they themſelves do not know 
what they believe, bur are forced ro con- 
fefs in adoring the Trinity, they adore an 
inconceivable Myſtery, which is only wor- 
ſhipping of Words and Sounds, ſince they 
cannot (ir being inconceiveable) frame any 
Idea of it, and the utmoſt they will vencure 
to ſay of this moſt profound Myſtery is, 
that che Scripture requires of us to belicy2 
on pain of Damnation, that rhere are Three, 
without telling us what the Three are, which 
at che moit ij: bur a Trinity of Cyphers, ſince 
they have no Idea's further than the Number 
three (which it ſeems to them the Scrip- 
rure 15 very curious of.) I think it cannor 
be pretuted that Men of fo great Senſe, 
(ro mention no other than Sarum and Wore 
ceſtry.) would afſert ſo abſurd a thing, bur 
tar they knerwy if they declared what they 
ſuppoſe the Three to be, that they muſt in- 
evita»ly run into Polyrheiſm or Unicaria« 
niſm. If they really know not what they 
are, why do they pay Divine Wecrſhip to 
each, which demonſtrates that they (excepr 
they are guilty of wilful Idolatry) ſuppoſe 
cach to be an Omniporent Being ? And do 
not theſe Men, for all cheir pretended Igno- 
rance, ſay, that it 1s Blaſphemy co deny that 
cvery oge of the three 15 God, and that the 
firſt 1s God the Farther, the ſecond God the 
Son, and rhe third 3s God the Spirit? fo- 
that ar Jaſt they do not make chem Three 
they know not woat in Goa, hue thrce Gugs 
whom they <qually adore. If there were a- 
Law craded, that on pain cf forfeiring their 
Lives, all muſt with an unfei;ned Aﬀenr 2nd- 
Conſent believe there arc Three in the King, 
without declaring whar the Three are,woulsd + 
not ſuch an abſurd-law ſuppoſe the Enaters - 
ot !t our-of thGir Senſes? yer this is whas 
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rhcefe Men ſuppoſe the infinite Wiſdom cf 
Gud has done, 1n requiring Man on pain of 
Damnation, tu believe there are Three in 
him ; but what thc Three are that 15 roo fſa- 
cred for us ro know. Which 1s( fince all our 
Ideas are terminated in three) ro believe in 
and adore the number Three : bur they ſay 
we have farther Ideas than the number 
Three, becauſe they are called in Scripture, 


' Father, Son, and Spirit : bur the queſtion 


will return, What Three are the Father, 
Son, and Spirit ? Are they three Gods ? 
No: Are they three Parts of God? No : 
Are they three Artrioutes, or Proper- 
ties, or Powers of God? No: Three 
Names only? No: What manner or ſorr 
of three are they then ? Thar, they ſay, 
is impoſſible ro be known: So that ir 
3s evident our Idea's can reach no fur- 
ther than the number Three. Bur 15 not 


Father in Scripture the Name of the moſt 
Iigh God, and (as they ſay) fois Son and 
alto Spiric ? fo thar it is evident they are 
Names either of three Gods, or elſe three 
Names of one God: if they are Names of 
three Gods, then there are three Gods; if 
only of one God, then there js no more 
than a nominal difference berween Father, 
Son, and Spirit; they are only three diffe- 
rent Names to expreſs the ſame God. 
Theſe Men, as well as the reſt of the Trioi- 
rarjans, can readily rell what every one of 
the Threeis, thar he js God; yer what the 
Three are, or how they relate to God, they 
fay ic is impoſſible to diſcover : So that it 
ſeems the whole Myſtery of che Trinity li- 
eth in this, That cho every one can cell what 
each of the Three is, yet none can tell 
what Three they are, or how they are 
Three. 
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Of the Real 


49. is, I ſuppoſe, by what has been 


faid,evident, that the Hypotheſis of 
bur one Divine Subſtance, wholly confounds 
the Perſons ; and that. they that believe it, 
were they confiſtent with their Principles, 
could nor be Trinitarians: therefore a late 
Author juſtly calls chem Nominal Trinita- 
rians, and the others that hold three real 
natural Perſons Real: Trinitarians z who 
yer, as well as the nominal, confound the 
Perſons, by ſaying they are the ſelf-ſame 
God, becauſe then they can no more be di- 
ſtinguiſhed from one another, than the ſelf- 
ſame God can be from himſelf. Each muſt 
have the ſame Subſtance, Perſonality, and 
every thing elſe that God has, becauſe each 
is God 3 and they all muſt have the ſame 
that one another has, becauſe they all are 
the ſame God. To ſuppoſe any difference 
between them, is to ſuppoſe a difference 
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Trinitarians. 


between the ſame God and himſelf ; and that 
the ſame God has ſomewhat in him that the 
ſame God has not. 1f they that are the 
ſame with a third, can never (as hath been 
proved) differ from one another ; for the 
ſame reaſon they that differ from one ano- 
ther, can never be the ſame with a third, 
and conſequently different Perſons can ne- 
ver be the ſame God. To ſuppoſe God to 
be the ſame with each of the three Perſons, 
15 to ſuppoſe him the ſame and not the ſame 
with each. For if God be the ſame with 
the firſt Perſon, which he muſt be if che 
firſt Perſon is God, he can be no ways diffe- 
rent from him; and yer he muſt be diffe- 
rent from him, becauſe he is the ſame with 
the ſecond Perſon, who is different from 
the firſt ; and he muſt be different from the 
ſecond roo, becauſe he is the ſame with 


the chird, who is different from both che 
other 


ether two, Sothar nothing can be more 
evident, if each has any Property or any 
thing elſe ro diſtinguiſh him from the ochers, 
it neceſſarily ſuppoſeth different Gods, for 
the ſame God can be no ways diſtin& from 
himſelf, or have any Property that he has 
nct. 

$0. This Suppoſition that each Perſon is 
the ſame God, carries with it an innumera- 
ble company of moſt obvious Contradict- 
ons, of which I ſhall- inſtance bur in one or 
ewo; as the ſame God is, and 1s nor ſelf- 
exiſtent from all erernity, ſc|f-exiſtent as he 
is the Father, but doubly not ſelt-exiſtenr, 
as he is ſuppoſed to be the Son and the Spi- 
rit; ſo the ſame God is both unbegortren and 
begotten, and yer this unbegorren begotten 
God, is neither unbegotten nor begotten, 
bur proceeding from himſelf, as he is both 
Farther and Son of himſelf. 

$1. If God the Son was incarnate, and 
not God the Father, do we nor athrm the 
Incarnation of one God, and deny it of ano» 
ther? If you fay they are the ſame God, 
chen you affirm and deny at the ſame time 
the ſame thing of the ſame God. The Mo- 
dalifts, ro evade this, ſay, that the ſame nu- 
merical God was ircarnate with one Mode, 
and not incarnate with another, which is 
adding but a new Contradidtion, by ſuppo- 
ſing a Mode to be, and not to be 1n the 
ſame God; for if God is incarnate, all the 
Modes that exiſt in him muſt be ſo roo, If 
they are the ſelf-lame God, no Thoughts, 
Words, Actions, Operations, can any more 
proceed from one, and nor from the other, 
than they canand cannot proceed from the 
ſame God + nor can they any more beget or 
be begotten from one another, or ſend or 
he ſent by one another, or give or receive 
ſarisfaRion, than the ſame Ged can be the 
begerrer, and the beporren; the giver and 
receiver of the ſame ſatisfation, the ſender 
and the ſent ; and tho he 1s all cheſe, yer he 
15 none of theſe, for the Holy Ghoſt is none 
of chem. If the Perſons are the (elf. ſame 
God, how can their Majeſty and Glory be 
(as the Creed faith) equal and co-erernal ? 


SS 


Is the ſame God equal and co-eternal with 
himſelf? Ina word, if God begot God, c1- 
ther he begot another or the ſame God; if 
another, then undoubredly there are two 
Gods; if che ſame, then God begort him- 
ſelf, rho at the ſame time he was in being 
and unhegotten. Nothing can be a greater 
contradiftion, than to ſuppoſe the ſame 
God begot the ſame God, becauſe it is to 
ſuppoſe him to be, before he is, and it muſt 
neceſſarily deſtroy a Trinity, becauſe ro be- 
get ones ſelf, is tro beget nothing, becauſe 
what is pretended to be begotten, was 1n 
being before, To ſay God begot a diffe. 
rent Perſon is a very weak Evaſion, for 
what is a Divine Perſon bur God ? So that 
the ObjeRion will return, for this Perſon 
that 1s begor, eirher is rhe ſame, or a dif- 
ferent God. How can you condemn the Uni- 
rarians when you cannot deny but that they 
worſhip the ſelf-ſame God as you do ? for 
you cannot ( without introducing more than 
one) deny that he thaz is only the firſt Per- 
ſon 15 the ſelf-ſame God, as he that 1s only 
che ſecond 3 and he that 1s only one 15 the 
ſelf-ſame God, as they are that are three 
Perſons. If this be true, two Perſons are re- 
ally nothing at all : for abſira& in your mind 
ewo Perſons from God, chere is-nothing di- 
miniſhed from him ; for the {ingle Perſon 
that remains 's the ſelf-fame God wirchour 
any manner of alteration. So add to one 
Perſon that is God, not only two, but two 
thouſand Perſons, there is (if they are bur 
the ſelf-ſame God) rcally nothing added to 
him. Yer when you add ard abſtrat a 
Perſon, you add and abſtrat God himſelf, 
becauſe a Divine Perſon is God ; if their 
one Perſon and your three Perſons are the 
ſelf-ſame God, there can be bur a nominal 
difference berween their one and your three 
Perſons : ſo that nothing can be more evi- 
dent upon ſuppoſicion that che Son and Spi- 
ricare the ſelf-ſame God with the Father, 
that the difiercnce between che Unitarians 
and Trinitarians (were the laſt confiſtenc 
with themſclves) 1s only abour words; chey 
agree in the thing, both worſhip the ſelt- 

C lame 


ſame Divine Being, or God, only wittt this 
difference, one Party calls him the Father, 
the other calls him Father, Son, and 
Spirir. 

$2. And the Trinitarians, when they are 
not writing againſt the Linitarians, give the 
fame definition, or deſcription of God, as 
they do, viz, That God is a ſimple ſelf-exi- 
ſtenc Peing, which is a deſcription that all 
Men of ſenſe and reaſon, in all times, have 
unanimouſly agreed in, which yer wholly 
excludes the Son and Spirit from heing 
God, becauſe neither of them 1s ſelf-exi- 
ſtent, nor would God be a ſimple Being, if 
he is compounded (or what other ſofter 
term you pleaſe to call it) of Father, Son, 
and Spirit, If you would give a deſcription 
of God that includes both Son and Spirit, you 
ought to ſay, that the Supream Being, is 
compounded of three ſupream Beings, 
whereof only one is ſelf-exiſtent, yer theſe 
three Supream Beings are bur the ſelf-ſame 
Supream Being, cr God, as any one of them 
is hngty 

$3. Bur how caneither Son or Spirit be 
God, who is a BEcing abſolutely perfe&, 
when they want the greateſt of Perfettions, 
Self-exiſtence ? for whoſoever has his Being 
= they have) from another, cannot be 
elf-exiſtent, becauſe to be ſelf-exiſtent, or 
from none, are the ſame. 

54. Nor canthe Son and Spirit be God, 
becauſe they are nor (as God certainly is ) 
from Eternity 3 for whoſoever has his Be- 
ing (as they have) from another, muſt 
(except he can be before he begins to be ) 
have his beginning from another, and there- 
fore cannot be from Eternity, which ſup- 
poſeth no Beginning. Generation, Proceſſh- 
on, (or what other term you uſe) muſt be 
giving a Being to that which always was 1n 
Being, or from Eternity, which 1s ſuffict- 
ently abſurd, or clſe it muſt be a Change 
from no being to being; which ſuppoſerh 
nothing,or the regarion of Being to precede 
being, and conſequently the beginning of 
Being. So that to be generated from Eter- 
nity, is the ſame as co have and not ro have 
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a Beginning. But the contradiion is moſt 
notorious in aſſerting the Spirit (ſuppoſing 
him a Perſon) to be from Eternity, becauſe 
he owes his beginning (or at leaſt part of it) 
to the Son, who himſelf had his beginning 
from another. To evade this, they make 
uſe of a diſtintion of Time and Nature, 
and ſay, that the Father was firſt in Nature 
bur not in Time. 

55. We cannot conceive any thing really 
firſt, bur whar is firſt in Time. Firſt in 
Nature 1s purely a metaphyſical Notion, and 
relates not to the exiſtence or duration of 
real Beings, bur only to the way of confider- 
ing them, or rather external Denominati- 
ons, than Beings themſelves. As for in- 
ſtance, a Man tho he muſt be firſt in time, 
before he begers a Son, yet he cannot be a 
Father before he has a Son, becauſe ir is 
having a Son that makes him a Father, they 
being Relatives cannor exiſt bur at the ſame 
time 3 yer the Metaphyſicians when they 
conſider the Relation, ſay, that the Father, 
quatenus Father, 1s firſt in Nature, bur their 
reaſon of ſaying it, is, becauſe the Perſon 
that 1s the Father, is firſt in Time, Bur 
theſe Gentlemen when they ſpeak of God, 
and his Son, apply the diſtin&tion to the 
Beings themſelves, and ſay, that the Per- 
ſon that is the Father, was not really, or 
in time before the Perſon he gave a Being 
ro, Bur what plainer contradiftion can 
there be than to ſay that the Son, who had 
his Origin or beginning from the Father, 
has had as long a duration as the Father who 
had no beginning ? why may they not as well 
ſay, That a Being that ſhall have an end, 
ſhall continue as long in Time, tho not in 
Nature, as a Being that never ſhall have an 
«nd? The Truth of this 1s at firſt ſight (0 
clear, that tho ſome to uphold an Hyporhe- 
ſis (they find themſelves obliged to main- 
rain) are forced to deny it, yer it can 
hardly be preſumed they are in earneſt ; 
and whatever zeal they' may pretend to 
have for Religion, they take rhe right way 
ro make Men Scepticks and Atheiſts, ſince 
eyen the exiſtence of a God cannot be more 

evident 


evident than what they deny. And it 1s as 
evident, that if the Son and Spirit are nor 
ſeif-exjſtenr, that chey are bur made Gods, 
that is, God the Father 1s their cfficienc 
Cauſe, who from no Being gave them their 
Beings, and conſequently from no Gods, 
made them Gods; and a made God (raking 
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God in the higheſt ſenſe) eſpectally from 
all Ercrnity, 1s a pretty odd Notion. He 
that is not God of himſelf, as ke cannot be 
thar 1s nor ſelf-exiſtenr, becauſe he has eve- 
ry thing that he has, his very Being from 
anorier, muſt be a made God, 
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Of the 28 Propoſitions. 


$6, PUT to evade this (and which ſeems 

B ro be the Opinion moſt in vogue ) 
it is ſaid the Son and Spyrirt are necellary 
Emanations from the Father, and that rhere- 
fore they are from Eternity : And this Opt- 
nion is ſtrongly defended by the moſt 1n- 
genious Author of the 28 Propoſitions, by 
which he endeavours ſo to explain the Do- 
Arine of the Trinity as not to make 1t 
contradicory to the Light of Nature. 

He faith, * That three Men or Angels 
« are not more expreſly diſtinguiſhed as 
« different Perſons or Subſtances by our 
& Saviour and his Apoſtles, than the Father, 
&« Son and Spirir are; and he allows it to 
« be a Contradiion ro afhrm, that the 


© three Perſons are bur one Numerical Be- . 


« ing or Subſtance, The Father only 15 
&« ſelf-exiſtent, and rhar ir 1s no leſs than a 
&* flar Contradition to ſay, the Son and 
« Spirit are ſelf-exiſtent, bur that they 
« neceſſarily emaned or iſſued forth from him 
** from all Erernity. 

$7. That rwo infinite Subſtances ſhould 
emane from one infinite Subſtance, is ſo groſs 
a Notion, that I wonder any Man of Senſe 
(eſpecially fo judicious a Perſon) ſhould be 
guilty of ir: And my Reaſon is, becauſe all 
Infinites, of what ſort or nature ſoever, 
are equal; for if one Infinite be leſs 
than another, there muſt be ſome terminus, 
Bound or End of it, and conſequently ir 
cannot be Intinite, of which there can be 


no Bound or End; or it one Infinite were 
any ways more than another, there would 
be ſomewhat more than Infinite, which is 
evidently abſurd : Therefore to ſuppoſe two 
Infinires to emane from one, 15 to ſuppoſe 
rwo to emane from one when eaci) 15 equal 
ro the one from which it emanes. To lup- 
poſe one Infinite Subſtance ro emane from 
another, 1s co ſuppoſe the whole intire Sub- 
ſtance to emane from it ſelf. And what makes 
it ſtranger is, char cho two Infinite Subſtances 
emaned from the Father's ſingle Subſtance, 
yer there was no Diminution in the Sub- 
ſtance of che Father, it is as infinite as it 
was at firſt, 

Bur it may be ſaid, Why may not one 
Infinite as well as one Finite proceed from 
another ? Norhing can be more abſurd, than 
ro ſuppoſe one Finite (much more two) to 
proceed from one bur of the ſame Bignefs, 
Ina word, Whether a Being he finite or in- 
finice, or of whatever ſort or nature it is, to 
have two Beings of the ſame fort to proceed 
from-1r, each of which is cquil to it, is to 
ſuppoſe twice as much to come from a Be- 
Ing as was 12. it, So thar it is cvident thar 
an Infinite can no ways come from an Irnfi- 
nite, and conſequently that che Son and 
Spirit are bur Finite Beings, and char chey, 
{f1mce they are not ſclif-exiſtcnr, were like 
all other Beings created our of nothing. 
For a Bcing muſt cither be (clf-exiſtent or 
produced of nothing z to ccme from a felf- 
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exiſtent Being, is the ſame as to be ſeif- 
exiſtent, 

$8, For whatever emanes, or any way 
proceeds from a ſelf-exjſtent Subſtance, muſt 
(except ir were created and then joined to 
it) be as ſclf-exiſtent as the Subſtance from 
whence ir proceeded, becauſe before its 
Emanation it was a part of the ſel-exiſtenc 
Subſtance ; ir 1s only dividing one ſclf-ex- 
iſtent Subſtance into three. (eicher bigger 
or leſs) ſelf-exiſtent Subſtarces, 

$9, Upon ſuppoſition that the Son and 
Spiric are neceflary Emanations, F cannot 
ſee how they owe their Origin more tothe 
Father, than the Father owes his ro them, 
fince they are all three of a Subſtance that 
is ſelf exiſtent; nor could the Father more 
than they be the Cauſe of the Separation, 
fince they neceſſarily ſeparated from one 
another ; that is, this infinite Subſtance was 
divided into three infinice Parts, and that 
roo from all Erernity, which is another Con- 
tradition, tho he ſuppoſeth the contrary to 
be ſo, becauſe whatever proceeds from a 
thing muſt firſt be ir, except ir can be in it 
and proceed from it at the ſame time, 

60, In ſhorr, the Belief of Emanations 
had been ſomewhat tolerable in thoſe that 
worſhipped the Sun, a material God, to 
have ſuppoſed him diviſible, and have Parts 
continually flow from him. They might 


| have fancied the Rays to be their little Gods, 


as they ſuppoſed the Sun to. be cheir great 
God. Burt it had even in them been moſt 
intolerable, ro have believed thoſe Rays that 
came from rhe Sun to be the Sun it (clf, as 
each of the Emanations 1s the very ſame 
God (for there is bur one) that they flow 
from. 

61. What he farther adds are dire Con- 
traditions: © For, firft, he ſuppoſeth the 
« Father alone the moſt abſolute perfet 
« Being, and has ſeveral Perfc&ions rhat the 
« others are incapable of, 2s all choſe Per- 
« feRtions which relate to abſolute Inde- 
*. pendence and. Self-exiſtence, which is the 
« higheſt and greaccſt of PerfeRions; and 
%. the Father. alone 1s the. ovly true. God, 


« rhe only Good, and of himſelf God, and 
* he is the firſt Original of Son and Spirir, 
&« as well as all other Beings; and thar the 
* Godhead in the higheſt ſenſe can be bur 
© cne numerically, of which the beſt Phi- 
&* loſophers were ſarisfied by their Reaſon, 
<* and therefore rhe Oneneſs ſo frequently 
« affirmed of him in Scriprure 1s a numert- 
5 cal Onenefs, 

62. Burt after all, this ſeeming Exalta- 
tion of the Father above the other two 
(which one would think is ſufficiently un- 
godding them) is only Words, and gives 
him no real Perfetion or Preheminence a- 
bove them, fince he allows them all Divine 
Perfe&ions bur Self-exiſtence and abſolure 
Independence, bur he makes them amends 
in giving chem neceſſary Exiſtence from aH 
Erernity, which certainly 1s (if there be 
any difference) as great a PerfeRion as Self- 
exiſtence ir ſelf, which 1s for no other rea- 
ſon ſo great a Pertefion, but becauſe ir in- 
cludes neceflary Exiſtence, which can be- 
long to none but him that 1s ſelf-exiſtent, 
becauſe all other Beings thac owe their Ex, 
iſtence ro him (as all. Beings whatever do) 
muſt wholly depend upon him for cheir 
Continuance in being as well as for their 
Being : For the ſame Power thar was able ro 
give them cheir Beings, muſt be able (rho 
perhaps ic may never be his Will co doir ) to 
rake them away, bccauſe no greater Power 
1s required. to deſtroy a Being, than rhere 
was to make ir exiſt ; and if the Father has 
given Exiſtence to any Being, which he can- 
not take away, but 1t muſt as neceſſarily 
exiſt as he,he would loſe ſome of his Power, 
and conſequently would ceaſe to be Almigh- 
ty. Self cxiſterce, ſeparate from thoſe 
Powers and Abilities which can only belong 
to a (clf-exiſtenr Betng, is no Perfetion ; 
and any Being, tho from yeſterday, yer if ir 
had all cheſe Perfe&ions.a (elf-exiſtent Being 
has, would be as abſolutely perfect as ir. If 
the Perſons have the. ſame unhmirced Per- 
feRions, yet if their manner of petting 
them was different, that would not cauſe 
any Inequalicy between them z yet 15 nc 


the. 
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the manner of having them the ſame, had 
they not them as well as the Father neceſla- 
rily from mg Wherein confiſts che 
intire Dep@dence of the Son. and Spirit, 
not only for their Being, bur for (as he 
faith pag. 24 ) their Continuance in Being ? 
ſince they as neceſſarily exiſt, and that from 
all Erernity, as the Father, who, tho he 
gave them their PerfeRions, yer if he gave 
them the ſame he himſelf enjoys, and which 
he cannot deprive them. of, why is he more 
abſolutely perfet than they? If a Human 
Father had two Sons, who had the ſame 
Perfe&ions as he, and did as neceſſarily ex- 
iſt as he, nay, were as old as he, who too 
could. not help giving chem their Being, 
why would they not be as equally per- 
fe&t as he? Tho after all, what can be more 
abſurd, ſuppoſing they are from Ecernity, 
that they have a Father, or that any one can 
be (as he ſaith the Father is) their Origi- 
ral, fince they had no Origin, or Beginning, 
but were from all Ecernity ? 

63. How can the Father be greater than 
the Son and Spirit, or be the only Good, when 
they have the ſame unlimited Power and 
Goodneſs, as well as all other Divine Arttri- 
butez ? What greater Abſurdiry can there 
be, than that Beings that have infinice unli- 
mired PerfeRions, ſhould wane ſome Per- 
fe&tions? A Being cannot be partly infinire 
and partly nor; and if ir has any, it has 
certainly all infinite Perfe&ions, and the Fa- 
ther himſelf cannot have more than infinite 
PerfeRions; and: ſince it 1s evident there 
can be no Inequality between infinite Be- 
ings, if there 1s any between the Father and 
his ewo Sons, it 1s evident the two latter 
are nor infinite, 

64. This Kypotheſis more openly than any 
other, aflerts more than one God ;z. for the 
more he diſtinguiſheth the Son and Spirir, 
the more he makes it impcſlivle they ſhould 
be the ſame God; nay, he faith that God, 
when applied to the Father, is taken in a 
differenc tenſe than when applied to the San, 
and yer he would have us belieye them bur 
ane God, and conſequently the ſame God, 


which is to. believe them different, and yer 
the fame 3 we muſt have different Idea's of 
them, becauſe each is God in a different 
ſenſe, and yer we muſt have the ſame Idea's, 
becauſe they are the ſame Gud. If each is 
God, rorhing can be more evident than 
they are not the ſame God: for he that is 
a moſt abſolutely perfe& God, the only true, 
the only good, and of himſelf God, can 
never be the ſame God wich him that 1s 
nor abſolutely perte@t, nor a truc God, nor 
a good, nor of himſelf God, He that is an 
independent God, can never be rhe ſame 
God with him that is a dependent God, ex- 
cept you ſay the ſame God is borch depen- 
dent and independent. Can he that is God 
in the higheſt: ſenſe, be the ſame God with 
him that has only a Right ro the Name of 
God in a ſenſe next to that which 1s appro» 
priated to the Father, as he ſaith ($. 15.) 
the Son only has ? 

65. That the Son is a dependent God 
borh for his Being and his Continuance 1n 
Being, and has a Right ro che Name of God 
next to that which is appropriated to the 
Father, no Unitarian ever denied ; bur then. 
they ſuppoſed it proved he was no infinite 
Being, becauſe all Infinires being equal, he, 
if infinite, muſt have an equal Right; and 
becauſe the Father 1s greater than the Son, 
they conclude the Son's Greatneſs was finite 
and limiced, ir being impoſſible ro be great- 
er than he that has unlimited infinite Great» 
neſs : and fince he has but finite PerfeRions, 
they were ſo weak as to conclude there is 
an infinire Diſtance between the Father and 
him. What can be more abſurd than to 
ſay, a Being that depends upon another for 
his Being and Continuance in Being, has ne» 
cefſarily unlimiced Power, Wiſdom, Good- 
neſs? Such a Being 1s a meer Creature, and 
has only a precarious Being, and of him ir 
may be ſaid, as of all other Creatures, chat 
in God- be lives and mo:es, and bas bis 
Being, 

66. If God is (as he faith the Scripture 
athrms) numerically one, and the Father 1s 
this numerically one God, is. ir not dire&ly 


contrary 
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contrary to the whole Tenour of Scripture 
ro pay Divine Worſhip to any other? The 
Lord your God is but on?, and him alone ſhalt 
tho ſerie; there 1s no other to beadored ; 
or, which is all one, Thou ſhalt hae no other 
Gods but him. I fay, is it not ſtrange, thar 
any that owns this, ſhould rob his God, 
. whorequires him to ſerve him with all che 
Faculties of his Soul and Body, of that Ho- 
nour which he is fo jealous of, and winch 
he expreſly forbids to be given to another, 
and give it to two dependent, and not true 
Gods ? 

Bur he ſuppoſerh they are bur one God 
by an unconcciveably cloſe Union both in 
Will and Nature, which unconce1veably cloſe 
Union, he ( $. 22, ) ſaith is much more 
eaſily conceived than that between Body 
and Soul: And in another place he faith 
they are ſubſtantially unired, 

57, If there is bur one God abſolutely 
perfe&, and the tiather 1s this one God, 
nothing can be added ro him, becauſe if 
there can, he is nor of himſelf abſolurely 
perfe&; therefore it is abſurd to rack two 
Perſons to him, who of himſelf 1s an all- 
ſufficient, and an abſolutely perfe&t God, 
Bur, upon ſuppoſicion chey are as entirely 
united as can be, yer whilſt chey remain 
diſtin, each with his own perſonal unli- 
mired Power, &c. each is a diſtin, nay 
an abſolute independent God and the moſt 
chat can be ſaid js, thar they are three united 
Gods, If the Union of their Subſtances, 
or any thing elſe make them but one God, 
why do you ſay each is God, and pay D1- 
vine Worſhip co cach by himſelf? which 1s 
ro fay there is but one God, and yer wor- 
ſhip three Gods : What can be more abſurd 
than to ſay, they are one God by Unton, 
and yer each is God diſtin& from the others ? 
for he ſaith, God the Farther is as diſtin& 
from God the Son, as any Man and his Son 
can be, they are ſubſtantially diſtin, If 
Union was the Cauſe of their being one 
God, each muſt cjcher be rhis one, that 15, 
the ſame God, which I have already ſhown 
is impoſſible, or elſe they muſt be bur Parts 


of God, as Body and Soul are Parts of Man, 
and by their Union compoſe one God, 

68, I chink the real Trinitarians do very 
wiſely in ſuppoſing their three infinite Sub- 
ſtances tv be as cloſe rogether as can be, 
left otherwiſe there ſhould nor be room 
enough for chem in bur one infinite Space : 
Pur if chey are more than one, they cannot 
be Infinite, becauſe heing Subſtances of the 
ſame ſorr, they nuuſt be bounded and limited 
by one another, If the Subſtance of the 
Father be every-where, how can the Sub- 
ſtance of the Son be every-where too at the 
ſame time, and afrer the ſame manner? 
For if Betngs can be in the ſame place ar 
the ſame rime afrer the fame manner, as they 
muſt be if they are of che ſame ſort, it is 
impoſſible to diſtinguiſh them, becauſe we 
have no other Mark of Diſtin&ion between 
Beings, bur that they cannor be at the ſame 
place in the ſame manner art the ſame rime. 

69. They 1Iluſtrare the Unjon thar they 
ſuppoſe is between rhe Perſons with ſeveral 
Similies, as for inſtance ; They ſay the Per- 
ſons are one God, as the Body and Soul are 
one Man: If the Body had been a Man, and 
the Soul a Man, and whilſt they remained 
ſo bur one Man, as each of the Three is 
God, and yer there 1s but one God; this I- 
confeſs had been to the purpoſe. Another 
Simily they lay a grear ſtreſs on, is of the 
cloſe Union of che Sun with its Light and 
Hear, Bur if there were no more a Trinity in 
God than there is Light and Hear inthe Sun, 
there could be no ſuch thing as a Trinity 
becauſe tho there 1s in the Sun a Power ro 
produce Heart and Light, as well as Pleaſure 
and Pain in ſenſible Beings, yer there are 
no ſuch Perceptions, as we call Heat and 
Light, in any Being, but choſe that are capa- 
ble of feeling and ſeeing ; this every com- 
mon Syſtem demonſtrates, and it is obvious 
ro all bur Children and Metaphyſicians, In 
a word, nothing is more unlike than Theo- 
logical Similies. Is che Union of the Stream 
ro the Fountain from which it is perperuall 
running, a fit (rho it 15a very frequent one) 


Simily co expreſs an eternal cloſe Union ? 
Tre 


The ſame may be aid of the reſt, Bur to 
return, : : 

70. This Hypotheſis is only rational, as 
far as it is Heretical; thar 1s, as far as 1r 
contradis the Dofrine of the Church and 
the Arhanaſian Creed, in ſuppoſing ſo great 
an Inequality berween the Perſons, as thar 
one is the greater, and the other two lefſer 
Gods, who can no more be the ſame God, 
than great and little can be the ſame. 

And therefore the Trinirarians that are 
of this Opinion are to blame in paying 
the ſame: Divine Worſhip to the two infe- 
rior Gods as they do to the ſuperior 3 for 
whilſt they make no difference in their man- 
ner of worſhipping them, bur pay the ſame 
Honour to each of the three, they in the 
moſt criminal manner that can be own them 
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ro be Three equal, that is, three ſupream 
Gods, Bur as there can be no Inequality 
berween Infinice Beings, ſo we cannot pay 
a lower degree of Honour to the Son and 
Spirir, without ſuppoſing an infinice Di- 
ſtance berween them; for as long as we 
pray to each, as having inherent in himſelf 
infinite Goodneſs, Power and Wiſdom, and 
our Devotion terminates in each, we give 
each rhe ſame Divine Honour ; we cannot 
alrer thoſe Idea's, and pay leſs Worſhip to 
the Sun and Spirir without ſuppoſing that 
the Power or Greatneſs they have is nor in- 
herent in- chem from all Erernity, bur thar 
it is the free Gifr of the Father; and tho 
we bow to them, 1t is to the Honour, and 
for the ſake of God the Father, fo that the 
Worſhip ultimately cerminares in him. 


SEAT. VILLE 
Of the calm Diſcourſe of the Trinity in the Godhead. 


71, bf fg next Hypotheſis I ſhould have 

examined 1s that of the Inqui- 
rer's, concerning a Poſſibility of a Trinity in 
the Godhead : bur becauſe it has been done 
ſo fully by an abler Hand, I ſhall only ob- 
ſerve that he, to avoid having Three Gods, 
has invented (for the Notion is wholly his 
own) an Hypotheſis that makes none of 
them God; for he ſuppoſerh Father, Son 
and Spirit to be three ſingle Efſences, and 
rhar they joined together do conſtirure the 
entire, individual Efſence of God, which is 
in cffe& ſaying that each is bur the third of 
' God, becauſe God being three Efſences, 
and each Perſon being bur a ſingle Eſſence, 
he muſt want ewo Eſſences, that is, two 
parts of three to make him God. This is 
moſt certain, three Perſons muſt be either 
three entire Gods, or three Parts of God, 
or elſe neither Gods nor Parts of God. 
The firſt cannor be affcrred without directly 
owning three Gods, and by the laſt, all 


rhree could not be God, therefore I ſuppoſe 
he made them three Parts, or three inade- 
quare Gods : And that makes him (P.go.) 
ſay neither Father, Sen nor Spirit ſcjun&ly 
raken is God, and every where up and down 
his Book a great deal to this purpoſe, tho 
at the ſame time he contradidts himſelf, 
and ſaith, each is the only true God, 

72. This Notion of three inadequare, im- 
perfeR, incompleat Gods, deſtroys the E- 
rernicy of God, becauſe whatever is imper- 
feR in 1ts kind (as an inadequate God is) 
can never (as all allow) he from Erernity, 
Nor can three inadequate Gods or Perſons * 
by chetr Union make one adequare one : 
Beings of a different Nature (ir is true) 
upon their Union may make a Being more 
perfe& than when they were ſeparate 3 as a 
Man has more Perfeftions than Body and 
Soul have 1n a State of Separation. Bur it 
is orherwite when Beings of che ſame Nas 
rure ure joined, becauſe their Pcerfections 
being | 


> 
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being of one ard the ſame ſort or nature, 
there cannot ariſe upon their Union any 
new or different PerfeRtions from what they 
had when ununited, as ir is evident in all 
Mixtures of the ſame ſort ; ſo three Spirits 
if they were urited, would be fo far from 
being more perfe&, that they would only 
be a Clog and Hinderance to one another. 
Eur 1t 1s evident for another Reaſon roo, 
that chree Divine Spirirs or Perſons can ac- 
quire no Perfe&ion by being united, becauſe 
each has of himſclf, and by himſelf, infinite 
Perfc&tors, and all three rogerher can have 
but infivice Perfe tions, Bur 1t may be 
faid thar the Enquirer's Notion ſuppoſerh 
that each being God in an inadequate ſenſe, 
each has not infinite Perfe&ions., 

73. Eur if each has not infinite, each has 
bur finite Perfe&jors, and any Number of 
Beings with finite, will never make one 
with infinite Perfe&ions, And if each 1s a 
Being infinitely perfc&, each 1s as much 
God 1n the moſt adequare ſenſe, as all three 
rogerher, becauſe all can have bur the ſame 
(thar 1s, infinite) Perfe&ions, as each has 
by himſelf, which nor only proves the Uni- 
on, but two of the Perſons wholly uſeleſs 
and needleſs, For to what end ſhould.there 
be three Perſons in God, when all three 
are no more wiſe, good and powerful than 
ary one is ſingly ? the three have bur the 
ſame Artributes as each ſingly has. 

74. Tho this Notion of three inadequate 
Gods is ſtrangely abſurd, yer none of the 
Trinitarians, beſides the Author of the 28 
Propoſitions, can ſay that any of their Per- 
fons is a moſt perſe& God, becauſe there 
are two others as perfe& 3 nor can they ſay 
that any of them is a moſt high God, becauſe 
there are two that equal him, which none 
can the moſt high God ;z nor can they ſay 
any is the only true God, fince there are 
rio others as truly God as he 3 nor can they 
ſay each 1s ſupream, becauſe Supremacy ad- 
mirs of ro Equality, 

7. Tho he ſuppoſerh a more cloſe and 
inconceiveable Union berween them than 
any berween finite Ecings, yer by making 


hand 


them a Club or Cabal of Gods he deftroys 
this intimate Union,and makes them as ſepa- 
rate as ſo many Men ; for (P. 55.) he ſaich, 
They ave delicious Society to one another, and is 


ſo fond of this Notion, that he ſpends ſeve- 


ral Pages to ſhow how they entertain one 
another with mutual Complacency and everlaſt= 
Ing Harmory, Bur can any thing be mere 
ſenſeleſs rhan this? Society, it's true, is a 
Happineſs ro Men, beczuſe they want the 
Aſliſtance of one another, and Converſation 
ſerves to inſtrut and diyerc chem, who 
would be otherwiſe opprefſed wich their 
own Thoughts. But what Afliſtance can be 
gven an Omniporent Being ? Or, what can 
be diſcovered to an Omniſcient One ? Bur 
I beg his Pardon for forgetting his Gods are 
Lut inadequare, and therefore may be igno- 
rant of ſeveral things, and want each ochers 
Company to pals the crime away moſt deli- 
ciouſly, 

76. As groſs as this Notion 1s, yet I can 
ſee no reaſon why it ſhould ſeem abſurd to 
any Trinitarian, when they ſuppoſe their 
three Divine Perſons ſo diſtinR as that they 
diſcourſe with one another ; and when Man 
was made, they imagine there was a Con- 
ſulr of the whole Tririty abour that weighty 
Aﬀair, and that one ſaid to rhe others, L:c 
us make Man : Nay, they do nor only ſup- 
poſe that they diſcourſed with one another, 
but that the Son as God really wanted Glory, 
and prayed to the Father ( Joh. 17. 5.) to 
give it him; it is ſtrange that a moſt high 
God ſhould want and beg of another to 
ſupply him. 

77. I ſhall make but one Remark more 
on my Erquirer, and then take my leave of 
him; he (P. 53-) faith, * If it be asked 
&« what we do conceive under the Notion 
« of God bur a neceſflary Spiricual Being ? 
« ] anſwer, this is a true Notion of God, 
« and may be paſſable enough even among 
« Pagars, Pur if this be a true Norton, 
the other muſt be a falſe one, for God can- 
not be bur one, and yet three neceſſary Spl- 
ritual Beings, or Effences; and 1t he be 


three ſuch Ecings, the Pagans had a falſe 
Notion 


& *» 


Notion of God : But if the Pagans know 
no other, it is impoſſible we ſhould, be- 
cauſe the Apoftile (Rom. 1: 19, 20.) ſpeak- 
ing of che Pagans, ſaith, What may be 4rmu n 
of God is manifeſt in them; jor God h«th ſhywea 
it. them, For tbe inviſible things of bin from 
the Creation ave clearly ſien, bring nnderflcod by 
the things that are made, even bis E:ernal 
Power and Godhead, Therefore if there are 
three Divine Perſons cach of eternal Power 
and Godhead, equally Creators and Pro- 
reors of Mankind, the Creation and things 
that are made would have diſcovered them , 
but they are ſo far from that, that chey de- 
monſtrate that rhere is bur one Perſon that 
created the World, Ir js impoſſible rhat che 
ſame numerical AR or Ads of Creation 
could he done by three Perſons, becauſe the 
ſelf-ſame AR cannot be done three times 3 
and if one Perſon does an AR, no other 
can do the ſclf-ſame. Conſequently there 
could not be three ſupream Creators of 
Man, except you ſuppoſe they divided the 
Work berween them, and one created the 
Head, another the Limbs, and the third 
the Body : But 1f one Perſon created the 
whole Man, how could two other Perſons 
create him, except the ſame Man was three 
times created? It contradicts our cleareſt 
Idea's to ſuppoſe that one Perſon does an 
Adion not of the ſame ſorr, but the very 
numerical Aﬀtion another does. Bur ſup- 
poſing it poſſible, .cat- it be preſumed, that 
the Creation of the World, and the things 
that are made, which ſhow the infinite Wil- 
dom as well as Power of Ged, and which 
demonſtrates that whatever he has made is 
not in vain and to no purpoſe, ſhould teach 
Men that there are two needleſs and uſclets 
Perſons in God himſelf, whoſe ARings are 
ro no manner of purpoſe, only to do what 
the firſt Perſon is, not only all-ſufficient ro 
do, but aRually and wholly does? The Fa- 
ther, it. 1s certain, has both a free W1ll and 
Power to do and not to do whatever he 
pleaſerh 3 bur if che Son and Spirit muſt 
necet/arily do the ſame AR, they are no 
other than neceſſary Agents, and all the 


Power muſt be in him, with whom they 
cannot help doing the ſame As he wholly 
does ; Bur if each hasa diſtin Will of his 
own, (as ir is evident they have) what ne- 
cellity 1s there that they muſt will and a, 
eſpecially in indifferent Matters, the ſame 
things? Beſides, ir is apparently falſe thar 
all three do, or concur co the doing the ſame 
AQtions ; the Scripture being full of Adti- 
ons, cſpecially thoſe they do to one another, 
as one being ſen by another, their going 
from and returning to one another, which 
is 1mpoflible to ſuppoſe they all equally con- 
curr'd in. Nay, do not the Trinitarians ſay 
chat Opera Trinitatis ad intra ſunt diviſa 2 
And what greater Argument can there be 
that they are ſeparate Gods, than thar chey 
act ſeparately ? The Father a&ed when the 
Son and Spiric did not, nor could not a&, 
becauſe they were not in Being, it being 
the Father's At of Generation that gave 
chem cheir Being, So that 1c 1s evidenc one 
can act ſeparately from the others, and 
conſequently they cannot be one bur in a 
Civil, Political or Moral, and not in a Natural 
Senſe. Bur thcy ſay they are one ina Na- 
rural Senſe ad extra, that is, in relation to 
the Creatures. But can the Divine Beings 
be one and not one in a Natural Senſe, or 
be and not be at the ſame time narurally 
united ? Bur they cannot deny that rhey a& 
ſeparately ad extra, even with reſpe to che 
Creatures : Did not God the Son rake the 
Man Chriſt into his Godhead, when neicher 
of the ochers rook him 1nto theirs, or were 
uniced co him ? Nay, they are ſo far fron be- 
ing one in a Natural Senſe, that there 1s noc 
ſo much as a Moral Union berween them, 
they have different Wills and Inclinations ; 
as for inſtance, The firſt Perſon will nor for- 
give Mankind without having Satisfa&ion 
given him even by a DivincPerſon; nay,they 
ſay his Juſtice could not be ſarisfied with» 
our ic. But why could not the Juſtice of 
che firſt Perſon be ſatisfied without infivite 
Satisfaftion, as weil as that of the ſecond 
Perſon, who is the ſelf-ſame God, and conſe. 
quently ſamely offended? Yer he i fo far 

D from 
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from beirg of the ſame Mind with the Fa- 
ther in requiring Satisfaction to be given 
him by a Divine Perfon,or by any other,thar 
he freely offered himſelf ro ſuffer, even to 
Death, to appeaſe the Wrath of the firſt 
Perſon; and Fil interceeds for us to the Fa- 
ther, of which there could be no need if 
they were of the ſame Mind concerning 
Mankind. As to the third Perſon, tho he 
is equally or rather ſamely offended, he 
feems to be of a different Mind from both, 
and neither gives nor receives Satisfaction. 

78. By what has been ſaid (tho a great 
many more Inſtances might be brought) ir 
is evident, that they are not one either ad 
intra, or ad extra in a natural Senſe, and 
that the Trinirarians (were they conſiſtent 
with them{elves) can but ſuppoſe them a 
Council or Committee of Gods, where 
ſomerimes one 1s Preſident, and ſomerimes 
another is in the Chair, and accordingly 
chings run in each of their Names, as the 
Works of the Creation in the Father's 
Name, tho each is equally a Creator, fo 
rhe Son redeems, and the Spirit fanifierh 
Mankind, tho they are all chree equally Re- 
deemers and Sandtifiers. 

79. As the Creation evidently proves 
that there is but one Divine Perſon, fo the 
Prote&ion and Preſervation of the World 
' ſuppoſe but one ſupream Governour, even 
that Perſon that created all things. Three, 
each of whom 1s a ſupream Governour, 
( ſupream Power being indivifible) is a 
Contradition, becauſe it ſuppoſerh each ro 
be and not to be ſupream. The Heathens 
dividing the ſupream Government of the 
Univerſe berween the three Brethren 7uji- 
ter, Neptaie and Pluto, was intelligible, be- 
cauſe each had ſupream Power, not over 
the whole, bur only a parc of the Univerſe, 
I wonder under what Form of Govern- 
ment the Trititarians reckon that of the 
Univerſe ! Monarchy ir cavnort be, becauſe 
there is in that but one Perſon that 1s Su- 
pream, bur here are Three, each of whom 
1s Supream. 

8c, &5-the Creation, Preſervation and 


fupream Government” of the Univerſe de. 
monſtrare that there is but one Divine Per- 
ſon, ſo that Adoration, Love and Gratitude, . 
that by the Light of Nature as well as God's 
revealed Will, is due for our Creation and 
Preſervation, can be paid bur to one Di- 
vine Perſon, whom we are to love and adore 
avove all other Perſons and Things ; which 
is impoſſible ro be done if we muſt pay 
equal Love, Gratitude and Adoration to 
ewo others, becauſe that woyld be robbing 
him, by giving that to others which is his 
due, in which conſiſts the Crime of Poly- 
cheiſm: Ir can no ways allay the Crime to 
call them Perſons inſtead of Gods, fince 
paying Divine Worſhip ro them does as 
much rob the only One of his due, as if 
you had called them ſo many Gods. If ir 
be our Dury (which I ſuppoſe none will 
deny) to love God with all our Hearts and 
Souls above all other Things and Perſons, 
and to adore him with all the Faculties of 
our Souls and Bodies to the-urmoſt of our 
Power, ir muſt be our Duty to love the 
Father ſoz butthen how is it poſlible to love 
two other Perſons as much as him, and to 
pay them equal Adoration? we can then 
give him bur a third of our Devotion, of 
our Love, or of our Hearts and Souls, ex- 
cept we have a Trinity of Hearts and Souls, 
Io ſhorr, ic is impoſlible to pay that Duty 
which we owe to the Supream Governour 
of the Univerſe (who requires the whole 
Man) to more Divine Perſons than one, as 
it its to pay Allegiance to more than one Su- 
pream Human Perſon. 
8x. In a word, it 1s fo very evident by 
the Light of Nature, (which Revelation 
never contradicts) that there is bur one Di- 
vine Being, call him God, Perſon, Mind, 
Spirit, or what elſe you pleaſe, with a 
Power to know and do all things 3 that the 
Heathens were without Excule in worſhip- 
ping of ſeveral. - And it cheir Crime was 
ſo great, how much greater muſt theirs be, 
who nor only fin againſt the Light of Na- 
rure, but alſo expreſs Revelation, in pay- 
ing Divine Worſhip to more than one ne- 
ceſſary 
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cefſary Spiricual Being ? If paying Divine 
Worſhip to one Ecing or Perſon is in the 
higheſt ſenſe that can be the acknowledging 
one God, why is not paying the ſame Wor- 
ſhip ro another Perſon che owning of ano- 
ther God? If adoring ſeveral Beings, each 
ſingly and by himſelf, ts not the worſhipping 
more Gods than one, it is impoſlible ro be 
guilcy of Polycheiſm, ir is but calling chem 
Divine Almighty Perſons; and tho you fay 
each is God, and pay Divine Worſhip to 
each, yon are out of danger of commit- 
tivg Idolatry ? R's 

82. Nor only the Unigarians, but all 
Mankind that worſhip bur ove Divine Eeing, 
are greatly ſcandalized at thoſe Chriſtiags 
that pay Divine Worſhip to ſeveral, and 
demand of them why that which they ac- 
count the greateſt of Crimes in the Heathens 
ſhould be the greateſt of Vertues ip chem- 
ſelves, I beſeech you (faritis a thing of 
infinice Conſequence) to let me underſtand 
how the Heathens iÞ cheip Devoriqns did, gr 
could do mare to diſtinguiſh their Divine 
Beings than you, by praying to cach by him- 
ſelf ?-rhar is, when they prayed ro one they 
did nox pray rg che orher, bur their Nevorion 
terminated on each ; Do we nar da the (ame 
thing ? as when we pray to the Father, we 
do got, pray to the Son, but to each by him- 
ſelf: And do we not give to each the Ticles 
and Attributes of a moſt high Gad, and in 
our Prayers make as great Diſtin&tion be- 
tween the Father and Sqn, as ever the Hea- 
thens did between Father 7upiter and Son 
Hercules ? No we nar defire gne to he kind 
ro us far the ſake of the other, and one to 
mgedjate-to the orher, and an hyndred more 
Inſtances, even where we oppple one ta the 
other? And dg we not in our Creeds cx- 
preſly a, the Son is God of God, wery God 
of yy God 2 How can we aiter that prerend 
ro fay they are the ſame God? In a ward, 


ic is impoſſible for che Heathens to relate 
mare different or more oppoſire Aﬀions of 
Fupiter and H:ycules, than you do of God 
the Father and God the Son, which demon- 
ſtrares that you make as great a Diſtintion 
or Pifference berween Ovjets of your De- 
votion as they did, or as it is poſhible ro do, 
Nay, it is impoſſible for Men to conceive 
them the ſame God, when ſuch differcnc 
Adians are reported of them, as God the 
Father (ending God the San, and chen again, 
both ſending the Spirit; God the Son de- 
ſcending from Heaven and aſſun:ing Fleſh, 
when neither of the others did ; Again, 
God the Spirit deſcended in a Bodily Shape, 
God the Father or God the Son not deſcend- 
ing, and an hundred other Actions which che 
Scripture relates of one God, and denies of 
the other two Gods, In ſhoyr, all the 
Difference berween you and the Pagans (as 
all Mankind befides your ſclves agree in) is, 
that thq you alike worſhip more Beings than 
one, yet they do nor increafe their Guile 
by denying their Polycheiſm, nor are they 
ſo cruel in perſecyring them that differ 
from them, nor do they ſa much fin againſt 
their own Reaſon, in framing ſo many ab- 
ſurd inconſiſtent Nations, and contradictory 
Articles of Belief, 

83. Thele things arc fo frequently ob- 
jected, and (@ little Gaye is taken ro anſiver 
them by our Writers, who, for the moſt 
part are only fond of yenting abſurd and 
filly Hyporheſes inconfiſtene with their man- 
ner of Warlhyp, that I thought I could nor 
do beter than to repreſenc theſe things to 
you, that we may (if ir be poſſible) receive 
a full and (acisfattary Anſwer, As to the 
Authors of the 28 Propofitions, and of the 
Enquiry, their Notions are much more to- 
lerable than what has been urged by others, 
and chey avaid 4 great many Comradidions 
others are full of ; 
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CHAP. 1X. 
Of the Defence of Dr. Sherlock's Notions. 


[ T none ſo much as the Author of the 
Defence of the Dean of Pau/s againſt 

the Animadverter, in which one might after 
ſo long a Silence of the Dean, reaſonably 
expe& all that can be ſaid to clear him from 
the Impurtation of Tritheiſm, ſo much and 
- home charged on him by his own 

rty. 

84. The Deſign of his Book feems to be, 
to prove that thoſe that pay Divine Worſhip 
to three Perſons, are as much guilty of Ido- 
latry, as they that worſhip three Minds, be- 
cauſe Mind and Perſon are the ſame; and 
he proves they are the ſame. with one ano- 
ther, becauſe they are the ſame with God ; 
and (P.84.) every Perſon is by himſelf 
God, and God is an infinite Mind ; and 
(P.83.) God and infinite Mind are conver- 
tible Terms, and that God is an infinite 
Mind, and an infinite Mind 15 God ; and that 
the Socinians therefore conclude, thar God 
45 but one Perſon, becauſe God 1s: but one 
infinite Mind. If God, infinite Mind, and 
Perſon, are convertible Terms, there 1s no- 
thing more contained in the Idea of one 
than of the others, they are only different 
words to expreſs the ſame Being. How can 
he then, without contradifting himſelf, 
fay, that there are three Perſons or Minds, 
and not three Gods; or ſay three Minds by 
mutual Conſciouſneſs are one Mind, wirhout 
ſaying three Perſons are by the ſame bur 
one Perſon? And (P. 91.) tho he makes no 
DiſtinRtion berween Efſence, or Subſtance 
and Perſon; the Divine Efſence he faith is a 
fubſtantijal Perſon, or the Divine Subſtance, 
yer he will by no means allow as many Sub- 
ſtances as Perſons. But to avoid the Con- 
tradition of three Perſons and bur one 
Effence, ſince he makes Perſon and Eflence 


the ſame, he faith the Eſſence is repeated 
without being multiplied, nay, without the 
leaſt Change or Alteration in three diſtin& 
Perſons : but muſt nor then a Perſon, ſirce 
Perſon and Eflence are the ſame, be re- 
peated in three Effences without rhe leaſt 
Change or Alteration ? But what can Reperti- 
tion be, or what can it cauſe, when it makes 
no manner of Change or Alteration? Ts 


'not Repetition a numerical Multiplication ? 


If it be nor thar, irc is nothing at all, and he 
uſerh Diſtintions wichour any manner of 
difference ; ſo he does when he faith the 
Divine Eſſence is not a ſingle, but an indi» 
vidual Effence: If he knew any difference 
berween fingle and individual, or between 
Repetition or Multiplication,why had he nor 
ſhown-it?' If the Divine Efſence is bur one, 
it is ſingle; if it be nor ſingle, ir muſt be 
double or treble, and conſequently a double 
or treble God : Burt.how can he help making 
three Eſſences, when (P. 35.) the ſubſtan- 
tial Pexſons are as diſtin& as any three Men 
whatſoever ? and three Men who are efſen- 
tially, ſubſtantially diftin&, are certainly 
three diſtin& Eflences, 'What he ſaith (P, 
91.) is a whole Troop of ContradiQions, 
* That the whole Divine Eſſence js otigi- 
© nally in God che Father, that this ſame 
« Effence was by erernal Generation com- 
© municated to the Son, and ſubſifts di- 
&« ſtin&ly in him, and that the ſame Efſence 
&« js by erernal Proceſſion communicated by 
« the Father and Son co che Spirir, and ſub- 
« fiſts diſtinatly in him. 

85, If the Father communicated his Eſ- 
ſence co the Son, he communicated himſelf, 
who is no ways diſtin& from bis Efſence ; or 
could he give his numerical Eſſence to his 
Son, and yet keep it himſelf? which 1s to 

keep 
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keep it and yet part with ir, to give it and 
nor A give i. Did the Father and Son com- 
municate each a whole Effence, or but each 
a part to the Spirit? if each a whole, then 
he has two Efſences ; if each a part, then the 
Divine Efſence is diviſible, If each has the 
ſame numerical Eſſence, and conſequently 
the ſame Properties; and if there are ſuch 
things in the Divine Eſſence as Modes, the 
ſame Modes, becauſe they are the Modes of 
the Divine Eſſence, which is the ſame in 
each Perſon ; what Difference or what Dt- 
ſtintion is there berween them? And whar 
makes the Abſurdiry the more palpable is, 
that each enjoys the Eſſence diſtin&ly, and 
yer- it is in common bur what is 1c ro en- 
Joy a thing diſtinly, bur to have it ro ones 
ſelf diſtint from all others,. and conſe- 
quently not in common? Ir's true, ſeveral 
things are-ſaid to be in common, that 1s, un- 
divided, as a Field, where cach Perſon cn- 
joys his ſhare of ir by feeding his propor- 
tion of Catrel, bur no two can have the 
ſame, the ſame thing, or a Right to the ſame 
thing, except Dr. Sher/ock's two Kings, who 
in his caſe of Allegiance have at the ſame 
time a Right to the ſame Crown, Bur theſe 
Abſurdiries are not art all ſtrange in*'a Man 
that can aſſert a thing is diſtin, and yer the 
ſame, as (P. 20.) he faith an Image-nan 
is diſtin& trom the Original Man, and yer 
the ſame with him. 

86. He faith the three Perſons are nor 
three Gods, becauſe they have nor ſeparate 
Exiſtence; bur if the Perſons have 4 as he 
ſaith, P. 36.) all Divine PerfeRions as di- 
ſtint from each other as any three Perſons 
wharſoever, they are, tho nor ſeparate, yer 
diverſe and different Gods,and the worſhip- 
ping chree. different and diverſe Gods is cer- 
cainly as much Polycheiſm as the worſhip- 
ping three ſeparate Gods. Bur 2s long as 
each has a Power to know and do ever 
thing, without the Help and Aſſiſtance of 
che others 3 and there are a great many Ex- 
amples where one ats when rhe others do 
nct, It 15 an evident Demonſtration chey 
are as ſeparate to all Intents and Purpoſe:, 


as we can imagine Spiritual Beings to be. 
But of this I have ſufficiently ſpoken al- 
ready. 

87. Yerif there were need of any other 
Argument to prove they have a ſeparate 
Exiſtence, he according to his uſual Me- 
rhod of pulling down what he defigns to 
build up, affords us a Demonſtration ; for 
(P. 43-) he faith, rhar Self-conſciouſneſs 
makes a Mind or Spirit one with ir-ſelf, and 
diſtinguiſherh and ſeparates ir from all other 
Minds and Spirits. And conſequently the 
Three Divine Minds or Perſons who are ſelf- 
conſcious Beings, are Three ſeparate Minds, 
becauſe each's Self-conſciouſneſs makes 
him a diſtin& and ſeparate Mind from the 
reſt, But he ſaith, they are unſeparate by 
Murual-conſciouſneſs : Bur can thoſe Beings, 
who are always ſeparate by Self-conſciouſ- 
neſs, becauſe always ſelf-conſcious, be unſe- 
parate by Mutual-conſciouſneſs ;- which is ro 
be, and nor to be ſeparateart the ſame time ?* 

88, After all the fiir he makes abour 
Mutual-conſciouſneſs, it 1s evident all Con- 
{ciouſneſs muſt be Self-conſciouſneſs ; for 
what-ever Knowledg ſeveral Beings may 
have of one another, yer each is conſcious 
of this Knowledg, by his own Self-conſciouſ- © 
neſs, becaufe a Being can only be conſcious 
of what he himſelf knows ; and whatever 
Subje& his Knowledg js converſant abour, 
It muſt be his own Knowledg he is conſcious 
of. And if the Perſons are conſcious tharx 
one 1s not the other, and that each is God, 
rhey muſt be conſcious char they are Three 
Gods, Ir is impoſſible ro ſuppoſe them 
Three Gods, without ſuppoſing each to be 
conſcious of ail that is in the others ;- other- 
wiſe it-would (ſince they cannot bur be 
conſcious of what. they know) argue Igno- 
rance in them 3 and the more they are thus 
conlctous, the more they apprehend them- 
ſclves to be Three Gods z the ſame God cat 
never be mutually conſcious wich himſelf, 
It Minds or Spirits have no other ways of 
being one, bur by Mutual conſciouſneſs, 
(which he affirms in ſevcral places) they 
can riever ke one 3. for they muſt be ona. 

before 
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before they ean be conſcious that they are 
one, which he cannot deny ; And (P. 71.) 
he faith, ro affirm they are one by Mutual- 
confciouſne(s, is nor to efficm that Murual- 
conſciouſneſs is the Cauſe of rizeir being 
One : Bur 1s not that by which they are 
one, the Cauſe of cheir being one ? 


89. I am afraid I have tired my Reader 
with the Repetition of ſo much nauſeous 
ſiu#; therefore I ſhall ſay no more of this 
profound Author, bur that it is no wonder 
thar his whole Book (where we have 
Idea's of what he faith) is nothing elſe bur 
ſaying and unſaying things, fince he has a 
nind to keep his old Tritheiftical Notion 
of Three infinite Subſtances, as diſtin& as 
any Beings whatever 3 and yer to afſert with 
his good Friend the Animadvercer, that 
there is but One infinite Subſtance, 


go. I thipk it is not ſirange that a Man, 
who could ſo perverſly maintain a Doctrine 
fo oppoſite to the good of Mankind, as 
abfoluce Paflive Obedience is, and had the 
Aſſurance to preach up Slavery to be Fure 
Divixo, ſhould openly promote another (o 
direAly contrary ro rhe Honour of One God, 
as the paying Divine Worſhip ro Three 1n- 
finite Almighty Spixits 3 (who no more dit- 
fer from Three Gods, than Repetirion and 
Mulciplication do differ from one another ; ) 
by which he has done bis utmoſt (and no 
more can be expected) to deſtroy the two 
rand Commandments,: (of which the o- 
r are but ſo many Branches) the Ho- 
nour of God, and the Good of Mankiad ; 
both which Subje&s he has handled alike, 
thac is, he has not wric a Page withour 
contradicting himſelf. Bus I ſhall ſay no 
more of him, though lefs I ought not to ſay 
of a Man that ſo abominably prevaricates, 
and banters in a Subject of infinice Cone 
ccrn 3 and he that gives no quarter, but 
treats all his Adverſarics with Scorn, Con- 
rempr, and Billingſgat?, can hardly expe& 
Panegyricks: Bur I leave him to the Ani- 
madverter, againſt whom his Book 1s chiet- 
ly deſigned, to do Mankind and himſcl 


Juſtice on che moſt felf-inconfiftenr, and 
(he would nor feraple ro add) the moſt ſelf 
canceired of all felEconſcious Animals. 

91. Bur ro: return, there are none of 
theſe Hyporheſes bur what the Heathens as 
well as the Orchodow, might have made uſe 
of to juſtify heir Polycheilin, and yer con+ 
rinued to have their ſeveral Qbjedts of Di- 
vige Worſhip, and cheir uſual manners of 
worfhipping them. Might they nor have 
faid chey were but one God, becauſe they 
had bur one common Nature ? or one God, 
becauſe there was an inconceiveable clofe 
Union between them ? Or might they nor 
have ſaid, thar Father Saturn communicated 
his numerical Efſence to a mulricude of Sons 
and Daughters? or ſaid, that tho each is 
God, they were ſeveral Modes of one God ? 
or ſaid that they were but one God by 'my- 
tual Conſciouſneſs? Or, whar if cheyihad ſaid 
they were ſeveral Perſons and but one God, 
cho each Perfon was God ? What anſwer 
would be made to a Heathen that would be 
ſo poor ſpirited as to banter after a Trini- 
tarian Manner, bur only, if you believe them 
bur one God, why do you worſhip-them as 
ſeveral, cach by himfelf? Would nor fuch 
an Anſwer equally afte& a Trinicarian as 
well as a Heathen, fince the Perſons he a- 
dores are as much diſtin& ObjeRs of Divine 
Worſhip,as thoſe the Heathens worſhipped ? 
And if ſuch Prertences would nor excuſe rhe 
Heathens from being guilcy of Polyrheiſm, 
why ſhould ir the Trinicarians ?: If hav 
three Objects of Divine Worſhip, a Divine 
Perſon that is called the Father, another 
Divine Perſon that is called the Son, and a 
third that is called che Spirit, who are 
adored each by himſelf, nor owning 
more Gods than one, why 1s a thouſand 
Obje&s of Divine Worſhip owning more 
Gods, ſince thouſands as well as three arg 
bur Unites multiplied ? And 1f having one 
Divine Perſon for an Obje& of the higheſt 
Worſhip is adoring one God, the having 
three will be as much the having three 
Gods, as the having a thouſand will be a 


thouſand Gods, Bur the Triaitarians rhink 
they 
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they cannot he guilty of Polyrheiſm, excepr 
they call their To ObjeRs of Divine Wor- 
ſhip three Gods, as if the Names they call 
chem by would alter the matter, If one 
cal them three Gods, and another three 
Perſons, if they agree in the Idea's, and one 
means the ſame by Perſon as the other does 
by God, viz. an infinite Almighty Being, as 
chey ſay each of the three Perſons 1s, they 
are equally guilry of Polytheiſm. Ir 1s not 
barely affirming that there are ſeveral Gods, 
if People do not pay Divine Worſhip to 
them, that makes them guilty of Idolatry ; 
ſo on the contrary, if they ſay there 1s bur 
one God, and yer have ſeveral Objetts of 
Divine Worſhip, and give to each ſeverally, 
ſeparacely and apart from the other, all Di- 
vine Titles and Attributes, tho they called 
rhem, when they pretend to vindicate them- 
felves from Polytheifm, Modes, Faculties, &c. 
that would not hinder them from being 
guilty of Idolatry, Is it nor the Deſign 
both of the Old and New Teſtamenx, to 
forbid People having feveral Obje&s of Di- 
vine Worſhip? And if Oneneſs, when ap- 
plied to God, is not to be raken in the ſame 
ſenſe as when applied to other Beings, Men 
could never diſtinguiſh berween Polytheifm 
and Fheiſm. Ts not One God one Infinite 
Spirir, as one Angel is a finite one? Does 
nox Chriſt declare God is a Spirit, how then 
dare People ſay that God 15 three Minds, 
Spirits, Intelligent Perſons ? 

92. Beſides, what can be more ridiculous 
than the Attempt of the real Frinitarians, 
in endeavouring to prove that three Uncre- 
ate, Erernal, Almighty, All-knowing Spirits, 
Minds, Intelligent Effences, cach of whom 
is God, are but one Uncreate, Erernal, Al- 
mighty, All-knowing Mind, Spirit, Efſence 
or God ? which is to ſay, that not only three 
Spirits, Efſences, Gods, are but one Spirit, 

flence or God, but that three Uncreate, 
three Eternals, three Almighties, three All- 
knowing, are bur one Uncreare, one Ecernal, 
one Almighty, one All-knowing? Is it not 
abſurd in ic ſelf ro ſay, one God is com- 
pounded-(or what other Term you make 


uſe of ) of three Gyds, .or three: Almighty: 
Perſons? Bur is it not much more abfurd 
to pay Divine Worſhip to every one of the 
three? which 1s aRing contrary to your 
words ; and it demonſtrates that you do 
not take God to be compounded of three, 
but that they are three Gods: the more 
you ſay they are but one God, the more 
you contraditt your ſelves in ſaying each is 
God. Each God, fince they are all three 
numerically diſtin&t Efſences, muſt be efſen- 
tially diflerent from the reſt, and conſe- 
quently a different God for the ſame God 
= never be eſſentially different from him- 
elf. 

93, Bur the Nominal Trinitarians moſt 
groſly prevaricar2 in prerending. chat the 
Three are three Modes, three Faculties, 
three Attributes of God, when they, by 
paying the higheſt Adoration to each by 
himſelf, own tizem to be three Gods ; no- 
ching can be ar a greater diftance than their 
ARions and their Words; yer this much 
muſt be faid for chem, thar they evidently 
demonſtrace the real or ſubſtantial Trivica- 
rians ace dire& Polytheiſts, and on the con- 
trary, the Real prove the Nominals no other, 
I mean in their Wrirings, than diſguiſed Lni- 
tarians, and that rhey really deſtroy the Per- 
fons and confound the Trinity. And indeed 
as long as both own there is no more in 
the Idea of God, than there is in eyery 
one of the Three, which they cannot deny 
as long as they ſay every one of them us 
God, it is impoſhble not ro confound che 
Three, or elſe not to ſerup three Gods. Ic 
is nor ſaying there are three Modes, Attri- 
burtes, Eflences, Somewhats in God, that 
makes the Unicarians oppole you,they would 
nor give themſelves nor ycu the trouble to 
confure ſuch ridiculous Notions, if you did 
nor make that a Pretence to pay Diyine 
Worlhip co cach of the Three, now to ane, 
and then to another, aud ſtraight roa third, 
which (as I havealready proved) can never 
be done without Idolatry. 

94+. Ic would be much more generous as 
well as honeſt, (fay the Unitarians) ro own 

your: 
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-your worſhipping of three Gods, than to 
ſhufflc backward and forward, ſay and un- 


ſay, and ſtuff a Creed with more Centra- 


ditions than there are Lincs in ir, aud in- 
vent ſo many abſurd and [cnſclefs DiſtinRi- 


ons, which none would do, bur to hide and 
diſguiſe what is moſt abſurd Polytheiſm, 


-which yer in your publics Worſhip ( where 


there is no room for ſuch Diſtin&tions) is 
as evident as that of the Heathens, becauſe 


you as much diſtinguiſh God the Father 
from God the Son, or God the Spirir, as ever 
they did God Fupiter from God Neptune, or 
God Plato. And it js evident thar in Scrip- 
rure God the Father js as much diſtinguiſh- 


ed from the Son, as two Men or Angels can 


bez and Mankind that are incapable of ap- 
prchending theſe Metaphyfical Nicetics and 
ſubrile DiſtinRions, cannor but conceive 
chem lo. 


———— 


CHAP. X. 
Of Myſtery. 


95. _—_— chief Artifice by which the 

Doctrine of rhe Trinity has ſo 
long prevailed is, by perſwading People that 
chey muſt not examine into the Reaſonable- 
neſs of it, becauſe it is a Myſtery which they 
ſay 1s above Reaſon, and which we ought to 
believe whether we apprehend it or nor. 
Children, like Whire.Paper, are capable of 
any Impreſſion, and if they muſt not when 
Men examine into the Reaſonableneſs of 
what they have been taught, becauſe ir is 
prerended to be a Myſtery, they may be ob- 
liged to aſſert the moſt abſurd and ſenſeleſs 
Things as well as the moſt rational. 

96. A few words concerning what we are, 
and what we are not capable of believing, 
will, I hope, put an end to this long and 
redious Controverſy concerning Myſteries, 
The Subje& of any Man's Belief are thoſe 
Idea's he has in his Mind concerning any 
thing; and he believes a thing co be true, 
when he ſuppoſerh thoſe Idea's he has of it 
are agreeable ro, or do repreſent the thing 
as it 15: we can have no Belief when we 
have no Idea's to exerciſe our Belicf about; 
and if we have bur a few, or imperfe& Idea's, 
our Belief can be extended no farther than 
thoſe few or imperfe& Idea's. 

97. As we cannot believe where we have 
no Idea's, ſo we cannot believe thoſe Idea's 


that are contradifory. to be true, becauſe 
rhey contain an Affirmation and a Negation 
of the ſame thing. If it were poſlible to 
believe either a Myſtery, or a Contradiction, 
ir ſeems more ealy to believe che latter, be- 
cauſe in a ContradiQion we have Idea's and 
thoſe too ſo clear and diſtin&, that we know 
it 1s impoſſhble ro predicate them ar the 
ſame time of any one Subje&, whether Di- 
vine or Human. Bur in a Myſtery we have 
no Idea's ar all :- by this any one may judg of 
this grand Diſpute berween the Trinitarians 
and Lnitarians concerning Myſteries in gene- 
ral,and particularly the deepeſt of all Myſte- 
ries, thoſe of the Trinity, which the latter 
ſay they are incapable of believing, becauſe 
they have no Idea's concerning them,or none 
but contradiory ones, They dp not disbe- 
lieve rhem, becauſe they cannot (as their Ad- 
verſaries moſt diſingenuoully objeR againſt 
chem ) apprehend the manner how they are 
done, bur becauſe they do not apprehend 
what the things are that are to be be- 
lieved. On the contrary, the Orthodox 
upon all occafions thunder it from their 
Pulpits, that Matters of Faith are above 
Reaſon, and that God has a Right to require 
of us to believe on his Word what we do 
not apprehend or underſtand ; thar is, we 
muſt believe choſe Idea's we have of a 

Myſtery 
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Myſtery to be true, tho by its being a My- 
ſtery we have no Idea's at all concerning 1t 3 
and they pretend to give Inſtances in ſeveral 
things which they ſay we are to believe, tho 
we do not underſtand them z and that God's 
Ecerniry, Infiniry, Omnipreſence can be no 
more apprehended than the Trinity. 

98. The Idea's we have of God's Eter- 
nity, Infinity, Omnipreſence, Omniſctence, 
and all that we are required to believe con- 
cerning them, are fo clear and diſtin, that 
an ordinary Capacity apprehends what we 
mean when we ſay that God is Eternal, Infi- 
nite, Omniſcienr, Omnipreſent. Tho theſe 
things themſelves are intelligible, yer the 
manner of them is impoſſible ro be appre- 
hended, and as we are now framed, we are 
not capable of having ir revealed co us; and 
none bur a blind Metaphyſician who pre- 
rends ro know all things, but really knows 
nothing, would be ſo vain as to attempt to 
explain the manner of God's Omniprelſence, 
or his Omniſcience. It is no wonder there 
are inſuperable Difficulties abour the manner 
of things of this nature, when there are as 
oreat Difficulties in apprehending the man- 
ner of Nature's operating in the moſt com- 
mon things, which things none disbelieverh, 
becauſe he does not apprehend how they 
are done. Who disbelieveth-there 1s ſuch a 
Creature as Man, tho he does not know how 
he was formed ? Bur it 1s quite otherwiſe 
when we cannot apprehend the things them- 
ſelyes, there is then an abſolute Impoſhbili- 
ty of believing them 3 none can believe that 
God is three Perſons, and yet one Perſon 
is God, the very ſame God that 1s three 
Perſons 3 ſo none can believe that the Idea of 
God is contained in the Idea of Perſon, and 
yer there are not as many Gods as Perſons : 
Nor can we believe that God 1s three ways 
the ſame God. The Schools make uſe of 
this Cant for no other Reaſon, bur becauſe 
it being unintelligible, they thought ir could 
not be confuted : bur the ſame Uninrelligi- 
bleneſs that hinders ir from being confured, 
hinders it from being believed. And we 
can as little belieye that there are three in- 


finite Wiſdoms, Powers, &c. in one God, 
which is adding infinite Addirions to whar is 
already Infinite, which yer muſt be, if there 
areas the real Trinitarians ſay, three infinite- 
ly Wiſe, Powerful Minds, Spirits, Efſences, 
Intelligent Perſons in one God. Ina word, 
there never was or ever can be a Trinita- 
rian, becauſe it is impoſſible ro believe ſo 
plain a Contradiction, as that all three are 
bur one God, and yet every one of the 
Three is a God, Bur ic is generally ſaid our 
Idea's are groſs and material, and therefore 
we muſt not believe of infinite and imma- 
terial things as they repreſent them to us, 

99. Whatſoever Gcd has defigned we 
ſhould believe, he has made us capable of 
having clear and diſtin& 1dea's of : But tho 
ir ſhould be granted that we may have falſe 
Conceptions and Idea's of things, yer the 
utmoſt we can do, 1s to believe or not be- 
lieve thoſe Idea'sz where they fail, there 
our Belict muſt end. God has fer the ſame 
Limirs to our Belief as to our Perceptions ; 
and Belief belongs to us as we are Rational 
Creatures: what 1s above our Reaſon to ap- 
prehend, 1s alſo above our Belief: withour 
the Bounds of our Reaſon we are but upon 
the ſame Level with Beaſts, and are no more 
than they capable of Belief, or of having 
any thing revealed to us. 

1co, As we are not-capable of believing 
where we have no Idea's, or none but con- 
traditory, ſo where we have clear and di- 
ſtin& Idea's we cannot be miſtaken, withour 
deſtroying the Principles and Foundation of 
all Knowledg and all Evidence, even of the 
Exiſtence of a God and of all Religion, as 
well Natural as Revealed : For whacr other 
Motive have I to believe there is a God, 
but becauſe my Reaſon gives me clear and 
diſtin& Idea's of the Truth of ic? And ir is 
by Reaſon alone that we can judg whether 
God has any revealed Will, or which is his 
revealed Will; and it there ſhould be any 
thing in that which is ſaid to be his revealed 
Will contrary to Reaſon, it would deſtroy 
the only Argument we have to believe ic the 
Word of God. Reaſon is as much the Werd; 
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the Will, and Revelation of God as the 
written Word ir ſelf, and withour which 
the writcen Word would be wholly uſcieſs, 
101. We carnot be as ſuic of any thing 
we receive by Tradition, as we are ot thoſe 
things God has diſcovered to us by original 
Revelation, I mean thoſe things of wich 
he has given us clear and diſtin Idea's : we 
cannot be ſo certain as we are of theſe, 
that God fo long ſince revealed his Will ro 
ſuch Perſons, or that they did not miſtake 
their Fancies and Dreams for Revelation, or 
that they did rightly apprehend 3vhar was 
ſpoken ro them, and thar ir has been ex- 
adly and religiouſly delivered down to us art 
ſo great a diſtance wichour any Alterations 
or Additions, or that we apprehend ic 1n the 
right ſenſe, conſidering moral things are 
capable of receiving vaſtly dilferent Inter- 
prerations, and the Divine Specch as well 
as Human is ſubjetto divers Senſes; eſpe- 
cially fince we are o little acquainted wich 
che parricular Phraſcs and peculiar Idioms of 
the Tongues the Scripture was written 1N, 
and thoſe Cuſtoms among the Eaſtern Na- 
rions it ſo much alludes ro. To which an 
hundred things might be added, as the diffe- 
rent Readings, the different Significations of 
the ſame Words, and even the different 
Pointings, which alone may ſtrangely vary 
the Senſe, Lur the innumerable Sets of 
Chriſtians that ſo widely differ about the 
meanirg of the plaineſt Texts, ſufficiently 
ſhew how ſubje& we arc to miſtake ; there» 
fore to prefer Tradition before our cleareſt 
Idea's, 15 to prefer probable betore cerrain, 
Belief before Knowledg, that which we poſlt- 
bly may be miſtaken in, before whar we 
are moſt certain ofz which would leave no 
difference between Truth and Falſhood, no 
means of Credible and Incredible ; which 
would deſtroy all the Principles and Foun- 
dation of that Knowledg Ged has given us, 
and render all our Faculties uſcleſs, and 
wholly confound the moſt excellent Parr of 
his Workmanſhip, our Underſtanding. In 
ſhort, if we admit not that there is a due 
Capacity in the Soul of Man to judg ſound- 


ly concerning Matrers of Religion, we ds 
entirely roor out the Grounds of all Relipi- 
on, we make our ſelves meer Machines, un- 
capable of Vertue-and Vice, of Good and 
Evil. And if, on the other fide, we admir 
the Adequareneſs of our Capacities, and the 
ReAtirude of our Judgments in theſe Marrers, 
and ar the ſame time prererid ro mainrain 
the Truth of the Chriſtian Religion, we 
muſt allow there is an exz& Conformity he- 
rween the Principles of the one and of rhe 
orher, for there can be no Diſagreement in 
Truth; and it Chriſtianiry were found con- 
rradictory to any thing the Light of Na- 
rure makes manifeſt, or ſhould require of 
us to believe any thing of which we could 
form no Idea's, or none but contradifory 
ones, we ſhould be forced {o far to acknow- 
ledg it faulty and falſe; and therefore if 
any Expreflion in Scripture ſeems to re- 
quire the Belief of any ſuch, we muſt in- 
rerpret ſuch Expreſſions in a figurative 
Senſe, 

102, It is indeed impoſlible,as we are now 
made, to have any thing which we clearly 
apprehend 1s a Contradittion to be revealed 
ro us, and we cannot have clearer Idea's 
of any thing than of Numbers ; we perfettly 
apprehend the difterence of chree and 
one: therefore, if it ſhould be prerend- 
ed to be revealed thar three and one are 
che ſame, which they muſt be if three Per- 
ſons and one are the ſame numerical God, 
becauſe there 1s no more in the three Per- 
ſons than in one; ſo that three and one, and 
Perſon and Perſons, which are the SubjeAs 
of three and one, are the ſame numerical 
Being; all that is 1nchis caſe really reveal- 
ed, 15 the Letters and Words without any 
other meaning, than that three, which 1s one 
thrice multiplied, by being the ſame with 
one, 15 not thrice multiplied. Fo fay three 
Perſons and one Perfon are the ſame God, is 
as great a ContradiQion, as to ſay three Per- 
ſons and one Perſon are the fame, becauſe 
(as I have already proved) God and Per- 
lon are the ſame ; which inſtead of being a 
rational Faith, deſtroys both our —_— 
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and Faith. But becauſe Myſtery has been 
the Pretence, by which ſome Men for (0 
many Ages have ſolemnly repeated Propo- 
ſitions as neceſſary to Salyation, which they 
could no more apprehend than a round 
Square, or a Mountain without a Valley : [ 
ſhall add one word or two more concerning 
ir; and then conclude. 

103. Myſtery can never be a part of Re- 
ligion, becauſe ic cannot rend to the Honour 
of God, fince it is what we know of Ged, 
not what we do not know, that makes us 
honour him : the more we know of him 
the more we honour him, and the leſs rhere 
is of Myſtery in Religion, the brighter and 
clearer ic appears, And it would be incon- 
{ſtent with the Goodne(s of God, who would 
have all Men come to the Knowledg of 
his Truth, not ro give us clear and diſtin& 
Idea's of what we are to belicve or practiſe, 
His Laws are a trial of ( what is in our 
Power) our Obedience, but not of ( what is 
not) our Underſtanding. And how difficulc 
ſoever they are in their Pradtice, they are 
plain and eaſy in their Theory, and ſured to 
the Capacity of the Unlearned and Simple, 
far the greateſt parr of Mankind, As Myſtery 
can no ways tend to the Honour of God, 


ſo ir can no ways promote (tho the Myſtery 
of Iniquity may the Gain of ſome parti- 
cular Perſons) the Good of Man, M:fterics 
are ſo far from bcing a parc of Religion, har 
ir was the chief End of Chriſt's coming to 
deſtroy them, thar 15, by revealing chem, 
which 1s the only way a Myſtery or Secret 
can be deſtroyed ; and the end of the Apo- 
ſtles Mift:on was to rage known thoſe things 
which until then were Myſteries, and ro 
bring ro Light to thoſe that ſat in Darkneſs, 
the hidden things of God, 

104. In ſhorr, if Chriſt and Antichriſt 
are diametrically oppoſite, rhe Signs and 
CharaQers that belong to each muſt be as 
oppoſite. Can Myſtery, ro which may be 
added Perſecurion (the only Arrs by which 
Popery has prevail'd ) which are the chief 
Signs and CharaRers of Antichriſt, and are 
wricten on the Forehead of the mighty 
Whore, by prerence of which ſhe diſplays 
her horrid Blaſphemics, be Signs and To- 
kens to diſcover Chriſt and his Doarine by ? 
Whar has Chriſt to do with Antichriſt? or 
15 the Faith our Saviour caught, ſo near akin 
ro the Idolatrous Blaſphemies of the Man 
of Sin,thar both ſhould have the ſame Marks, 
rhe ſame CharaRers, the ſame Tokens ? 


The Concluſion. 


105, BY I muſt beg your Pardon for 

having exceeded the uſual lengrh 
of a Letter ; therefore I ſhall only add, that 
you (if any) who are as numerous, and I 
think as learned as ever any Council was, are 
the moſt capable to free the Doftrine of the 
Trinity from theſe ( ar leaſt ſeeming) Con- 
tradiftions z which if you undertake to ſolve, 
I defire you will tell us what you mean by 
Perſon and God. And thar no Deceit may 
he in obſcure, doubtful or ambiguous Terms, 
if you make uſe of any ſuch,or put an uncom- 
mon Senſe (which ſome call a Theological 
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Senſe) on common Words, that you will 
explain them, and in thorc, write fo intelli- 
gibly, that you may make it appear, thar 
what you write, 1s only for the ſake of Truth, 
and not for any ſiniſter Ends 3 by which 
mears all unprejudiced Chriſtians may know 
whethgr the Dofrine of the Trinity is con- 
ſiſtent with ir (clf, and the Light of Nature, 
which will be a great Obligation on all choſe 
that love the Honour of the only true God, 
bur eſpecially on, 
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DOCI RINE 
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TRINITY, 


In a LET TER to the Clergy, e&>c. 
maintain d, againſt the Third De- 
fence of the ſaid Propoſitions. 


By the ſame Hand. 


5. For 1s one God, and one Mediator between God 
he 


1 Tim. there 
and the Man Chriſt Feſtus. 
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ProePpoOsSITIONS 


ough there is notking in 

the third Detence of the 

28 Propolitions, &c. that 

can (as far as I can per- 
ceive) enervate the Jealt Objection 
that is urged in my Letter z yet be- 
cauſe the Doctrine therein maintained 
tends to ſubvert the Foundation of 
the Chriſtian Religion, by introdu- 
cing a Plurality of Gods, I cannot 
but think my (elt in Conſcience oblig'd 
to ſhew the Vanity of thoſe Pretences 
that are urg?d in its behalf, eſpecially 
{ince the Defender?s writing with fo 
great an Aſſurance oft his own Per- 
tormance, and ſo much contempt of 
the Retle&ions, may have fore influ- 
ence upon ſome weak and prejudiced 
Readeis. 

Had the Anthor deltign'd 2 juſt De- 
fence of the Doctrine ot the Trinity, 
he ſhould have taken notice of what 
i5 faid againlt it in general, but more 
eſpecially of what is urged agiinlt the 
real Trinitarians, wherein he is equally 
concerned with them, and nor only 
ot thoſe additional Ablurdities of his 
own Hypothelis, Therefore I (hall 
now ſet down his Opinion, both as l 
hnd it in his Propolicions, and in the 


, ©*c. maintain'd, 


Defences of them, and then ſhew the 
weaknels of his Notions, either with 
new Arguments, or at lealt with en- 
forcing thoſe that were mentioned in 
my Reflections. 

The Defender in his Propoſitions 
aflerts, ** That there are three Eter- 
&© nal and neceffary Divine Beings or 
& Subſtances, each of which has un- 
& limited Power, Wiſdom and Good- 
« neſs; and that ſo many Men or 
& Angels are not more expreſly di- 
cc —_— in Scripture, as different 
** Perlons or Subſtances, Prop. 16, 
& 17. And pag. 8. of the ſecond De- 
&& fence, Ido affirm the Son and Spi- 
© rit to be ablolutely perfect Beings, 
& in reference to the PerteRions of 
& their Nature, they are all boundleſs 
& and Intinite 3 So pag. 10, The Fa- 
& ther's Exiſtence being without a 
* Cauſe, does not make him to have 
** another fort of Nature from that 
* of the Son and Spirit, which may 
* bea necef{ary Natureand uncreated, 
& and conſtituted of all the boundlels 
&& Pertections of which the Natme of 
& the Father conlilis, abliracted from 
* the conſideration of the manner 
* of his Exiltcnce: and im the [ame 
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« Page, The Divine Nature (ſpeak- 
&« ing of the Nature of each) doth 
« comprehend all Perfections. So 
&« pag. 11. An Effence of the ſame 
& Kind, though not the ſame nume- 
&. rical One, So that here are three 
divine eternal neceſſary Natures or 
Eſſences, as different as three Human 
or Angelica] Natures > which at firit 
light appear as much to be three Gods 
as three human Natures to be three 
Men ; which is a revolting to Polythe- 
1m or Plurality of Gods, except he 
can ſhew that either two of thele Di- 
vine Natures. are not Gods, or that 
theſe three Divine Natures ate but one 
God. We will therefore {ce what he 
ſaith to theſe two Points. 

I, He ſays, that the Name of God 
is uſed in more ſenſes than one in 
Scripture, In the higheſt Senſe the 
Father alone is God; he is the only 
Independent, the only True, the only 
Good and Great, and Selt-exiltent 
God. The Son and Spirit have a 
right to the Name of God, next to 
that which is appropriated to the Fa- 
ther ; they depend on him with an 
entire dependance,. both for their Be- 
ing and continuance in Being. But 
is not this inconliſtent with what 1s 
faid before, becauſe. it is firlt to aſſert, 
that the different Ways. or Manners of 
having their Natures . does not make 
any difference in their. Natures,. the 
ſecond and third are as truly Divine as 
the Firſt > and then in effe& to ſup- 
poſe it does, becauſe the Father has 
ſeveral Parte tions the ethers are un- 
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capable of ? To- this he replies, the 
Perfections the Father has above them 
belong immediately to his Exiſtence, 
not to his Nature: but what is Exi- 
ſtence abliraQted from the Nature that 
exilis, but a Chimera ? If the Nature 
did not exilt, it would not be a Na- 
ture, Toſay ſuch a Nature exiſts, is 
to ſay, it is not only in our imagina- 


tion, but really or in at: To make 


the Exiſtence of a Nature a diſtin 
thing from the Nature that exiſts, and 
to ſuppoſe it to be the Subje&t in 
which the Attributes or PerfeQtions of 
Independance, and being the firſt Q- 
riginal of all things, do exiſt, is tos 
ſuppoſe it a Subſtance, becauſe we 
have no other. Idea ofa Subſiance, but 
that it 15 a Subject in which Properties 
exiſt, which would be to make two 
diſtinct Subſtances in God z his Na- 
ture that exiſts, and the Exiſtence of 
his Nature abſtracted from the Nature. 
What is the Exiſtence.of. God the Fa- 
ther, but the Exiltence of the. Nature 
of God the Father, except he exiſts 
diſtin from his Nature? And con- 
ſequently, if Self-exiſtence be ſo great 
a.PerfeCtion, it ſheweth that the ſelf- 
exiſtent. Nature of the Father is 
more perfect than the not ſelf-exifient 
Nature of the Son. 

But ſuppoſe Selt-exiſtence,which is 
Exiftence uf the Father, belongs to the 
Exiltence of the Father, (which by the 
way is only ſuppoling Exiſtence to be- 
zong to Exiſtence) yet Self-exifience, 
as I obſerved in my Letter, is only a 
Pertection as it {uppoſeth neceflary 
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or independant Exiſtence, and all 
thoſe Perfeions that belong to a ne- 
ceflary or (elf-exiltent Nature: ſo that 
Self-exiſtence barely conlidered in it 
ſelf, abliraRtedly from thoſe Perfecti- 
ons, notwithſtanding, his denial, is no 
more a Perfection than any other way 
of having Exiltence, if that way ſup- 
poſeth the ſame PerfeCtions. AS ſup- 
poſe there was ſome Matter (elf-ex- 
ifttent, and ſome other Matter not 
{{lf-exiſtent, and. the Nature of the 
one were not any way different from 
the Nature of the other, would they 
not- be both equally Perfet? and a 
parcel of Guinea's made of. the One, 
be as good as a parcel of Guinea's 
made of the other? Or how could 
it be pcſſible (they being alike for 
Weight, Colour, Duration, &c.) to 
diſtinguiſh them ? And if it be fo in 
lower Natures, the reaſon 1s the fame 


in the higheſt Naturcs. But however, | 


to carry the Simily as high as-we can : 
ſuppoſea Human ſelf-exiſtent Father 
had two Sons,. who had all the -Per- 
ſections of Human Nature, and did 
as neceſſarily and independently ex- 
ift as He ;, there can be no reaſon al- 
ſigned, but that they would be Men 
in the highelt Sen'e,. and as abſolute- 
ly perfect as the Father, He ſaith, 
in pag. 44. of the hiſt Defence , 
That if a Human Father could be 
ſuppos'd to be Stif-exiſtent, and that 
his Sons bad the now mentioned kind 
of Dependance upon him, (viz. as the 
Light onthe Sun ) the conſequence muſt 
be, that their Nature is (hort of the 


Perfeftion of their Father's Nature; 
notwithſtanding the many Properties 
they agree in © which is owning, that 
Selt-exiſtence and Independence be. 
Jong to the Nature, and that there- 
fore the Nature of the Father is dif- 
ferent from the Natare of the Son and 
Spirit, whoſe Natures are ſhort of the 
Pertections of the Fathers Nature, 
and conſequently their Natures are 
not Divine, becauſe the Divine Na- 
ture contains all Perfectionsz but 
theirs want thoſe that not only in 
themſelves are the greateſt and moſt 
excellent, but the want of which is 
(as he faith pag. 7.). an abatement of 
all other PerteCtions : And if the Fa- 
ther's Nature is independent, and the 
Son's and Spirit's dependent, it ſhews - 
they have different kinds of Nature, 
as diflerent, nay as oppoſite as De- 
pendent and Independent. 

But what can be. a more- ſtaring 
Contradiction, than that Beings that 
do eternally and neceſſarily exitt, and 
are Almighty, yet notwith{tanding 
this have not a Power to keep them- 
ſelves in Lite and Being, no not a 
Moment, and yet at the ſame time 
have a Power iuherent in themſelves 
from all Eternity, to give Life and Be-- 
ing to all things whatever which al-. 
ſo do entirely depend on them for the 
continuation of the fame? It is a 
contradiction to fay a neceſſary Na- 
ture is dependent, becauſe a neceflary 
Nature 15 that Nature which contains 
in it ſelf the formal Reafon why it 
cannot.but be : but a.. dependent Na- 
Lg. 
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ture is (o far from having any thing in 
ir f(clf hat makes it neceſſarily exitt, 
that it not only owes to another its 
Exiltence, but hourly depends upon 
another (having, no Power in its {clt } 
to continue it in Exiltence 3 which 15 
the dependence of a Creature, not of 
a Creator : Is not a dependent Creator 
as great a Contradiction as an #7de- 
pendent Creature? And did ever any 
but our Author join neceſſary Exi- 
ſtence and Dependence together ? How 
can they, as | intimated Seff, 62, ha- 
ving neceflary Exiltence, be {aid more- 
to,depend on the Father for their con- 
tinuance in Being, than the Father on 
them ? tince they as neceſlarily and 
as eternally exiſt as he, who can no 
more hinder therrs, than his own Ex- 
iltence; nor could he more forbear 
emaning them from all Eternity, than 
exiſting him(elf. And it his Exiſtence 
was without a Cauſe, his emaning 
mult be ſo too, tince the One was as 
neceſ{iry and eternal as the other : In 
created Beings all neceflary Emanati- 
ons have the tame cauſe as the Beings 
from whence they emane ; but God 
having no Cauſe of his Being, his 
neceſfary Emanations multi have no 
cauſe alſo. And conſequently eternal 
and neceſſary Exiltence, as I oblerv?d 
in the ſame Sef, 62, is as great a Per- 
fection as Self-exifience, tince one is 
without a Cauſc as much as the other ; 
nay, there can be no difference be- 
tween them ; for it the Father is (elf- 
exittent, the Emanations that zfſze 
forth from him muli be fo too, lince 


they are emanatory Subllances, which 
were not produced by the Will and 
Power of the Father from nothing, 
but they emaned from ſomething ; 
which fince there was nothing elſe to 
emane from, muſt be the Father's 
{elf-exittent Subftance, to which it 
was eflential to have Emanations, and 
conſequently they have the ſame 
Exiftence as the Subſtance in which 
they exiſted when they emaned ; nor 
could their emaning make them loſe 
their Sclf{-exiltence, But more of 
this hereafter, 

But he ſays they depend on the Fa- 
ther for the continuation of their Be. 
ing, as the Streams on the Fountain, 
or the Rays on the Sun ; but there's 
no material Subſtance that depends 
upon another for its Exiſtence or 
continuance in Exiſtence 3 all Matter 
is equally old, and has ſubliſted ever 
lince the Creation z and Generati- 
on and Corruption is nothing but 
Matter according to the Laws of 
Motion changing its Shapes and Fl- 
gnres: and therefore ſuch Similies are 
not to the purpoſe, becauſe we are not 
{peaking of any ſuppoſed Form or Fi- 
gure of the Son and Spirit, but of the 
Exittence of their Subſtances, viz. 
whether they have them by any thid 
way different from both Creation and 
Sclf-exiſience, As to the Streams 
depending, on the Fountain, it is no 
more than this, that if the Water did 
not iſſue Out of the Ground, it could 
not run along the Ground ; 1t_1t did 
not bubble up in the Fountain, -it 

could 
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could no more flow to the next Place, 
than if it ſtop'd there it could flow 
to a third: but this does not make 
one part of the Water give being to 
another part, or continue it in Being ; 
it is the ſame Body of Water which 
was in the Fountain that is now 1n 
the Streams. And as to the Rays, 
they no way depend on the Sun for 
their Being or continuance in Being, 
except the Sun by a creating Power 
makes them to exilt, and by the ſame 
Power continues them in Exiſtence ; 
It the Rays are (as ſome imagin) 
parts of the e Ether ſet in motion by 
the Sun, they no more depend on 
the Sun for their Being or continu- 
ance in Being, than the Sun does on 
them 3 but if they emane from the 
Body of the Sun, they have the ſame 
cauſe of their Being and continuance 
in Being as the Sun it elf, becauſe 
they like unto all other neceſſary E- 
manations, were parts of the Body 
whence they emaned,and conſequent- 
ly have the ſame Origin as the Sun it 
ſelf. And if the Sun had been felf- 
exiſtent, they, becauſe parts of it, 
would have been ſo too 3 nor would 
their emaning deſtroy their Self-exiſt- 
ing, or any ways cauſe them then to 
depend on the Sun for their continu- 
ance in Being 3 fince the leaft Sub- 
{tance 15 as mich a Subſtance as the 
greateſt, and coniequently equally a- 
ble to fubfi:t by it ſelf; fo that not- 
withltanding his altogether * unlike 
Similies it's evident, if the Sun and H. 
Spirit are Eternal and Neceſſary, they 


are as ſelf-exiſtent and independent as 
the Father 3 and conſequentiy Gods in 
as high a Senſe as he, who if he were 
not a neceſſary Being would not be 
independent nor ſelf-exiſtent, and 
conſequently thoſe three muſt go to- 
gether : but if their Natures are de- 
pendent and not {clf-exiſtent, they 
are ſo far from containing all Per- 
fetions, and being as truly Divine as 
the Father's, that they are truly cre- 
ated Natures, or from no-beings made 
to be, and like all ſuch Beings (as I 
obſerv'd Sect, 62.) in God they live, 
and move, and have their Being. 

I aid SefF. 62, If the Perſons have 
the ſame unlimited Perfe&ions, tho 
the manner of their getting them was 
different, this would not cauſe any 
inequality between them : to which 
he anſwers it would ; that is, in re- 
ference to their manner of Exiſtence, 
though not in reference to their meer 
Eſſence. But if there is not only a 
different manner of their getting 
their Efſences,but their Effences when 
gotten exiſt after a different manner, 
(which he muſt mean, or elſe contra- 
dict himſelf and agree with me) it's 
impoſſible they ſhould have the ſame 
kind of Nature, becauſe to exiſt is 
common to all Natures : it the dif- 
ferent manner of Exiſtence that 
makes the difference between Natures 3 
and conſequently a Nature that has a 
more excellent manner of Exiting, 
will be a more excellent kind of Na- 
ture» And therefore if the Natures 
of the Son and Spirit had not only a 

different 
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different way of having theirExiſtence, 
but do exiſt after a diferent manner 
their Natures .or Effences muſt be of 
different kinds or forts : But if they 
eXilt after the ſame manner, though 


they have different ways of coming by 


their Exiſtence, there can be no in- 
equality or difference between them. 

I asked Se. 63. How the Father 
could be greater than the Son and 
Holy Spirit, and be the only Good 
when they have the ſame, that is, un- 
limited Power and Goodneſs : he 
anſwers, they have unlimited Power, 
bat not the ſame, which is, fince the 
Father's Power exceeds theirs, to ſup- 
poſe that there is ſome Bounds and 
Limits of their Power, and conſe- 
quently theirs is an unlimited limited 
Power and Goodneſs. He further 
adds, That the Son's Power is not as 
great as the Father's ad intra, be- 
cauſe he could not beget the Father, 
as the Father begat him : But it be- 
ing a Contradiction to ſuppole the 
Son could beget the Father, and Con- 
tradiftions being (as he obſerves, pag. 
50.) Objefts of no Power, cannot be 
Objects of Divine Power ; therefore 
it could be no diminution to the Son's 
Greatnel(s, that he could not beget the 
Father who always was in Being : 
though upon ſuppolition that the 
Son always was in Being, it 15 equally 
a Contradiction to lay, That the Fa- 
ther gave him a Being, But it it 
were an eſſential and neceſſary Per- 
fetiun of the Father's Nature, to 
beget or emane two Sons, and the 


Son and Holy Spirit are not capable 
to emane Sons 5 it ſhows there is a 
mighty Difterence in their Natures, or 
that they want ſome Perfetions that 
15 neceſſary and eſſential to the Na- 
ture of the Father, nay, which be- 
longs (as he obſerves, pag. 13.) to 
every Creature, where he makes this 
remark, © That if there is not a Crea- 
& ture but can communicate his Na- 
& ture; what a Boldneſs is it to af- 
© firm, That the infinite Creator 
& cannot do the like ? He that bath 
&« planted the Ear, ſhall he not hear ? 
&« and be that hath form'd the Eye, 
&« ſhall be not ſee ? He that has given 
& a Generative Power to the meaneſt 
&< of Creatures, ſhall he not have the 
« fame Power himſelf? &c. So that 
by his Argument, to deny to the Son 
and Spirit a Power to multiply their 
Species as the Father does, is to de- 
ny to the infinite Creator(fince each is 
the infinite Creator) a Perfection the 
meaneſt of Creatures have. 

As to the Father's being called che 
only Good by our Saviour, There ts 
none good but God; that Phraſe ((ays 
he) fienifies the Father's being the O- 
riginal and Fountain of Goodneſs, 
which he may be, though not the only 
perfe} Good : He refers to Grotins, 
but Grotizs ſpeaks of the Goodneſs 
of God, as the Fountain of Good- 
neſs in Creatures. But if the Streams 
be as perfe#tly good as the Fountain, 
ic would be very falſe to ſay, the 
Fountain is the only Good, I (hall 
only apply to himſelf, whic! he julily 
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(Prop. 11.) ſays concerning the other 
Trinitarians, If ſuch a Liberty as this 
n Interpreting Scripture be allowable, 
what Work may be made with Scrip- 
ture ? Belides, if. the Son and Spirit 
are, as he ſaith, neceſſary and eternal, 
they mult be as much the Original and 
Fountain of Goodneſs, as the Father 
himſelf who is ſo, becauſe he is the 
eternal and neceſſary Being. 

The notion of Three neceſſary 
eternal Beings is in it ſelf ſufficiently 
abſurd ; for the meaning of a neceſ- 
ſary eternal Being, is a Being which 
in the Nature of things, and our con- 
ceptions concerning them, could not 
but be or exiſt : it was impoſlible it 
lhould be otherwiſe, becauſe it im- 
plies a contradiction that any Being or 
Perſon ſhould now be, if either it had 
not been from all Eternity, or were 
not produced from that which was 
from Eternity ; for of nothing comes 
nothing : but it was not neceſlary 
there ſhuuld be more chan one ſuch 
Being, becauſe one ſuch Being, fince 
he is all-ſafficient, is in all Reaſon ſuf- 
ficient for it ſelf and all other Beings 
whatever z and if one is ſufhcient, 
ewo or more cannot be neceflary z for 
that implies this ContradiQion, T hat 
one is ſufficient and not ſufhcient, a- 
nother is neceſſary where one is All- 
ſufficient. 

As the ſuppoſition of three nece(- 
ſary perfect Beings is in it ſelf abſurd, 
{o it is mare abſurd to {ay, that two of 
theſe neceſſary perfect Beings want 
ſome Perftections 3 becauſe neceflary 


' perfect Beings cannot want any 


Perfections. There was, tis true, 


an eternal neceſſity that ſome Being 
ſhould exiſt of ic ſelf, or without a 
Cauſe, and have all Perfections; yet 
there could not be any neceſſity of a- 
nother Eeing which ſhould want any 
of thoſe PerteQions the firlt had ; for 
itis as much as to fay, that it was 
eternally neceſſary there ihould exiſt a 
Being in ſome reſpects imperfect, 
that is, an iraperfe& God ; nay, nor 
only imperfect, but uſeleſs and ſuper- 
fluous, And therefore it muſt be ab- 
ſurd to ſuppole it ſhould be neceſſary 
and eſſential to the Divine Nature of 
the Father, to have two Natures to e- 
mane from him, which though they 
are ſuppoſed to be each Almighty and 
All-ſuftcient, yet mult be as needleſs 
to himſelf or to any Creation, as he 
is All-ſufficient for both; and who 
can ſerve for no other end, than to rob 
Him of that Honour, Power, Do- 
minion, Glory, Praiſe, Adoration, 
Love, &c. which without thoſe E- 
manations he would wholly enjoy to 
himſelf, and which he can now only 
ſhare with two others ; ſo that no- 
thing can be a wilder Notion, than 
of one God emaning two Gods. 

If it be not contrary to Reaſon 
there ſhould be more than one neceſ- 
ſary Divine Nature 3 Idemand a Rea- 
ſon why the Heathens were blami'd 
for believing a Plurality of ſuch, 
lince there can be no reaſon aſlign'd 
for above one, which will not equally 
hold for as many or more than they 
worſhipped ; all which but one they 
ſuppoſed were not ſelf-exiftent, but 
emaned Gods, And if they were 
without excuſe for worſhipping more 

thay 
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than one God, it muſt be plain by 
the Light of Nature what that one 
God is otherwiſe the generality of 
Mankind could not diſtinguiſh be- 
tween Theiſm and Pulytheiſm, And 
does not the Light of Nature de- 
monfirate, that one God 1s but one e- 
ternal neceflary Being ? And can it be 
fuppos?d that the Scripture ſhould ſo 
ſeverely condemn the Heathens as 
ſinning againſt the cleareſt Light of 
Nature, in adcring more than one 
and at the ſame time require the Chri- 
ſtians upon pain of eternal Damna- 
tion, to worſhip three eternal neceſ- 
ſary Natures ? which is to make the 
Holy Scripture to contradict not only 
the Light of Nature, but it (elf ; and 
let him if he can produce any one 
Argument againſt a plurality of 
Gods, which will not equally hold a- 
ogainſt a plurality of Divine Natures. 
There are none that have wrote a- 
#ainſt Heatheniſm, but have thought 
the Impollibility of more than one ne- 
ceſſary Nature,a Demonſtration againſt 
the Plurality of Gods; and confe- 
quently they ſuppos?d it moſt evident, 
that there can be no more but one ſuch 
Nature, becaule they uſe it as a Medi- 
um (which ought always to be clear- 
er than that which is prov'd by it) 
to prove the Exiſtence of but one 
God. 

I (hall only inſtance one Authority 
which may be inſtar o-mnium, and that 
is Grotius de verit, relig. Chriſt, The 
firſt Attribute of God (\aith he in the 
beginning of that excellent Buck) #5, 
that he ts one God and no more. Thu 


# thence eollefted, that he 15 that Be- 


ing which is neceſſarily and by himſelf; 
for whatſoev'r pics] or a 
ſelf, is not conſidered in Kind, but as it 
# in Act © but if you ſuppoſe more Gods, 
then you will find nothing in each of 
them, why any of them ſhould neceſſa- 
rily be, and no reaſon why there ſhould 
be rather two than three, or ten than 
five : Add bereunto, that the multi- 
plicity of ſingular things of the ſame 
kind, proceeds from the fecundity of 
Cauſes, by reaſon of which fewer or 
more things are brought forth ; but God 
has no Origin nor Cauſe. So that this 
great Man is contrary to our Author in 
every thing. 1. In ſuppoſing it im- 
poſſible there ſhould be more than one 
neceſlary Being. 2, That more than 
one {uch neceſſary Being would infer 
more than one God and that God 
could not out of the Fecundity of 
Cauſes multiply his Kind. 3. What- 
ever had a Cauſe or Origin, could not 
be God. 4. That there is no differ- 
ence between neceſlary Being, or Be- 
ing, by it ſelf, or without a Cauſe ; 
they are really one and the ſame with 
Him, and ſo they are with all that 
have writ on this Subject : They ſup- 
pole God {elf-exiſtent or without a 
Caule, becauſe he is neceſſary and e- 
ternal, They never make uſe of our 
Author's admirable diſtinRion,pag.50. 
of having neceſſary Exiſtence from a- 
nother, and neceſſary Exiſtence from 
one's ſelf. 

He asks me pag. 48. whether / 
think that God can be the neceſſary 
Cauſe of nothing ;, or whether the Per- 
feition of his Nature does not determin 
Him t2 do what is beſt, or to do what 
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he in bis infinite Wiſdom knows fit ro 
be done ? To which 1 anſwer, That 
the Queſtion between us 15 not what 
the Perfe&tion of his Nature doth de- 
termin him to; but what the PerteCti- 
on of his Nature is? whether three 
perfet neceſſiry Natures or one 
only ? which is queſtioning whether 
the Unity of: God be a PerteCtion or 
not. Whatſoever is neceflarily in God 
mult contain the highett Perfection,o- 
therwile it would not be effential to 
his Nature : but God being in his own 
numerically one Nature, abſolutely 
and infinitely Happy and Perte&t, two 
other Divine Natures cannot be in 
Him, or (which is all one with our 
Author) emane from him' neceflurily, 
becauſe they can add no Perfection 
great or little to Him, who in his one 
Nature contains all Perfe&tions what- 
ever. He and they together can be no 
more Good, Powerful, Wife, than he 
1s alone : He alone is All-{ufficient, 
and two other ſuch Natures can make 
him no more. Therefore it muſt be 


direQly contrary to the Nature of God 


and highly injurious to his Honour, 
to ſuppoſe his Nature neceflarily to 
emane two Perſons, who mult be 
needle(s ad intra to God himſelf, and 
as uſeleſs ad extra as God himſelf is 
All-ſufficient. But if God gave a 
Being freely to the Son and Holy Spi- 
rit, becauſe he in his infinite Wiſdom 
knew it fit to be done, they are no 
more neceſſary Beings than all other 
Brings which God allo produced, be- 
cauſe he in his infinite Wiſdom knew 
it fit to be done, or that the PerfeCti- 
on of his Nature did determin him to 


what was beſt z and conſequently they 
as all others continue in Being, becaule 
God?s Wiſdom thinks it belt, But 
to fay that God acted otherways than 
ſo, that is neceflarily, in producing or 
cauſing the Son and Holy Spirit to ex- 
iſt, who are as diftin& and different 
from Him as two Men are from all 0- 
ther Men, is cither to make him a&t 
without underſtanding, or elſe to a& 
contrary to his Mind : for Neceflity 
only takes Place where Thoughts are 
wholly wanting, or elſe the Power to 
att or forbear acting according to the 
Dire&ion of Thought. But if God 
did not give them their Beings,neither 
as neceflitated, nor becauſe he in his 
Witdom thought fit, (which our Au- 
thor calls zeceſſarily) he could not 
(there being no middle way ) give 
them their Beings at all, or be the 
Original or Cauſe of them 3 and con- 
ſequently they having no Origin or 
Cauſe, muſt be as much without a 
Canſe,or ſelf-exittent,as the Father:and 
the ſame neceſſity (if I may fo ſay) that 
made the Father to exiſt, muſt make 
them exiſt, And the Father,upon ſup- 
polition that they neceſſarily eman'd, 
can be no more the Original of them 
than of his own Nature, becauſe the 
ſame Neceſlity that made his Nature 
exiſt, made it emane : [t was as efſen- 
tial to it to emanezgas to exitt 3 and con- 
ſequently the emaning Natures muſt 
be as ſelf-exiltent, and independent as 
his own Nature, ſince they no more 
depend on him for Exiſtence, or con- 
tinuance in Exiſtence, than his own 
Nature does. Which very thing would 
the Defender ſeriouſly conſider, it 
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would make him abate of his conti- 
dence in his Hypothelis. But more 
of this hereafter. 

2. Now [ ſhall remind him, that tho 
the Delign of his Propolitions is to 
prove the Doctrine of the Trinity is 
not contradictory to natural Realon, 
yet they (as I obſerv'd, Sed. 64.) di- 
rectly / the Unity of God,which 
is the ſecond Point I am to examine : 
and that we may be aſſured there are 
not three Perſons or Divine Natures in 


the Godhead, he affirms, Prop. 13. 


T hat the Godhead,or GOD inthe high- 
oft Senſe, can be but ONE NUME- 
RIC ALLY, and therefore the One- 
neſs ſo frequently affirmed of him in 
Scripture, 1s a numerical Oneneſs : and 
in his Anſwer to the Cor5d. (to which 
he refers me) he ſays pag. 23. That the 
Name of GOD in Scripture u ever to 
be underſtood in the abſolutely higheſt 
Senſe. How could an Unitarian in 
more dire& Terms deny a Trinity ? 
What he urges in behalf of the Trini- 
ty is pag. 17. where he ſays, The Holy 
Scripture doth abundantly declare the 
Unity of God,but no where diſtinguiſh- 
eth of Unity, nor fays of what Na- 
ture that Unity is which it aſcribes to 
God, But is not this directly contra- 
dicing Prop. 13. where he declares 
of what Nature or fort the Unity of 
God is, to wit, 4 numerical Unity ; 
and pag. 22. That the Name of God 
in Scripture is ever to be underſtezd in 
that higheſt Senſe ? And indeed it had 
been very abſurd to ſuppoſe the Scrip- 
ture did frequently inculcate that God 
# one, and yet not let us know in what 
Senſe he is one, except it be obyious 


to common Reaſon what that One- 
nels is, to wit, one eternal abſolutely 
perfect neceſſary Being. It's molt 
certain that when we aſcribe any 
thing to God as a Perfection, we a- 
(cribe it in the higheſt Senſe, and con- 
ſequently the Oneneſs of God muli be 
taken in that Senſe, I detire to know 
what will deltroy the Unity of God, 
if every thing Treble in him will not 
do it, as three Natures with three un- 
limited Powers, Wiſdoms, Goodneſles. 
But he pleads, they are not three 
Gods, becauſe there is an immediate 
Union in their ſpiritual Subſtances : 
But I ſay, no Union whatever can 
make threezeach of which is one God, 
to be bur one God ;, becauſe it is firlt 
ſaying, each is one God, and then de- 
nying it by ſaying, all three are but 
one Goa; (0 that it cannot without a 
manifeli Contradiction be faid, that 
while each remains one God, they can 
any way be united into one God: for 
three of the ſame kind will be thrice 
what one of the ſame kind is. If Uni- 
on make them one God,it muſt either 
identify them by making them one 
and the fame God ; and conſequently 
there can be no real diſtinEtion between 
them, or it muſt make none of them 
God by making them parts of God, 
which by Union compoſe one God. 
For we have no other Idea of Compo- 
{ition,but of one thing being made up. 
of ſevera], which by being united con= 
{tituate that one 3 and which whether 
material or immaterial we cannot 
conceive, but as parts of the thing 
they conliitute, For lince each is not 
the whole, it mult be only, a part of 
the 
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the whole, whatever our Author pag. 
54. fays to the contrary. 1 would 
willingly know why they are not as 
much three Gods, though ſuppogd 
ſubliantially united, as it they were 
not united, fince each has in himſelf 
diſtin&ly from the others all the Per- 
ſections of the Divine Nature, and 
they could have no more if they were 
ſeparate. It is as much Idolatry to a- 
dore three united as three ununited 
Gods, ſince in both Caſes you equally 
rob God of his Honour, by paying it 
to two numerically diverſe and dit- 
ferent Gods : And being Subſtances, 
they are in their Natures capable of 
ſubfiſting apart from one another. 

He pag. 53- miſrepreſents what | 
{ay concerning Union, as though | 
argued againſt the bare poſlibility of 
their being united, and not of their 
becoming one God by Union, while 
each remain'd God diſtinct from the 
others : and then makes a long Ha- 
rangue about Myltery, in which he 
lays, if he do not ſeriouſly cry My- 
fery, | know what ] know of him. 

But however to do him the fuller 
Jaltice, I will wention what he further 
{fays concerning this Union. In his 
tit Defence, pag. 19. He faith, They 
are as much one with one another, as 
they without the moſt apparent contra- 
dition are capable of being one. A 
Heathen would not have fcrupled to 
have ſaid as much of his Gods, Bur 
he g'2es on and ſays, They are much 
more than ſpecifically one : bur then it 
is evident they cannot be fo much di- 
ftinguiſhed as ſo many Men or Angels 
which are but ſpecifically one. But he 


will not allow that they are identified 
or numerically one, (p. 53.) but if we 
cannot apprehend any Medium be- 
tween numerical and ſpecitical One- 
neſs, then in profeſſing to believe it, 
we profels we know not what, But 
| ſuppoſe he will fay at this turn, as 
he does in his ſecond Defence, pag,26. 
Well, ſuppoſe this ! Is it impoſſible for 
a thing to be of which we ſorry Mortals 
bave no Idea? | ſay no, by no means 
but with humble Submiſſion he's a 
very ſorry Mortal that requires us to 
believe Words without any Idea's an- 
nex'd to them. But let our Author 
ſay what he will, he has ſtill a Simily 
to help him out. This Medium be- 
tween ſpecifick and numerical Unity, 
is as great a Unity as that between the 
Sun, its Splendour, and the Light of 
both : But thoſe muſt be either dif- 
ferent or the ſame thing; if different, 
though of the ſame Kind, there can be 
but a ſpecifick Unity, or if the ſame, 
a numerical Unity, If by the Light 
he means a thin Colleftion of minute 
Particles, as he, pag. 58. defines it, 
then he ſuppoſes the Splendor to be a 
ſecond Sun, emitting ,a ſmall ſort of 
attrve, ſubtile and piercing Particles : 
but if by Light and Splendor he means 
thoſe Ideas thoſe Particles caule in us, 
he cannot diſtinguiſh between Splen- 
dour and the Light of the Splen- 
dor, becauſe Splendour is but a great- 
er degree of Light cauſed by thoſe 
minute Particles in a greater Quanti- 
ty,or more direly firiking our Eyes ; 

{o that his Simily is every way faulty. 
Bur becauſe in his often repeated 
Similics about the Sun, its Light and 
Heat, 


(14) 


Heat, he ſuppoſes ſomewhat in the 
Sun, or which does exift by emaning 


on of its minute Parts, which by 
their Motion produce in us Heat, 


from it, analogous to our Idea's of Light, Colour, Sound, Taſte, &c. 


Light and Heat; I told him, Set, 
69, That though there is in the Sun 
a Power to produce in us Heat and 
Light, as well as Pain and Pleaſure, 
yer there are no ſuch Senſations or 
Qualities in the Sun, which though 
(pag. 57.) he argues againlt, yet he 
lays the very (ame thing ; bur leſt his 
Reader thould perceive it, he calls the 
Eftects (which when one pretends to 
talk Philoſophically, is very improper ) 
by the Names of the Cauſes, and will 
not fay that Heat is cauſed by, but 
that Heat is a cloſe Collection of mi- 
nute, ſubtile, active, piercing Parti- 
cles, and Light a thinner Collection of 
them, But do Clothes and Exerciſe by 
cauting Heat, produce a Collection of 
fuch Particles? Why do they not fome- 
times produce Light, which is but a 
leſs cloſe Collection ? But in arguing 
thus, he grants all I would have, viz. 
That there are noſuch Qualities in the 
Sun, or emaning, from it : -but the 
Sun being a Body in perpetual Agita- 
tion, there are minute Particles flow- 
ing from it, which by their Figure, 
Texture and Motion, alter the Fi- 
gure, Texture and Motion of ſome of 
the ſmalleſt parts of our Hands and 
Eyes, and thereby produce in us Light 
and Heat, which are as much meer 
perceptions as Pain and Pleaſure. And 
I ſay again, there has not been any 
Book writ thele late Years on this 
Subje&t, but what proves there's no- 
thing in Matter, befides Bulk, exter- 
nal Figure, and internal Conhgurati- 


But enough of this. 

Our Author ſays in his firſt Defence, 
pag. 20. That outwardly and in re- 
ference to the Creation, they [the 
three Divine Natures ] are perfetHy 
one and the ſame God, as concurring 
in all the ſame external Aftions though 
in relation to one another there is a real 
aiſtinftion between them, But if there 
15 no diſtinction between them in re- 
ſpe of the Creatures to whom they 
are one and the ſame God ; why do 
the Trinitarians worſhip them as nu- 
merically different Gods ? for if they 
adored them as the ſame God, it 
would be as impoſſible to worſhip the 
one and not the other, as to worſhip 
and not to worlhip the ſame God, 
But can there be a real and not areal di- 


: ftinction between them ? The realon he 


gives why the three Divine Natures are 
but one God, is as {urprizing as the 
thing it ſelf; it is becauſe they con- 
cur in all the ſame external Actions : 
But if each is God, does it not ſup- 
poſe three concurring Gods ? Can one 
and the ſame God be faid to concur 
with himſelf ? Is it not dire&ly againſt 
the Honour of the Father, who is 
God in the higheſt Senſe, to ſuppoſe 
him but a concurring God? It is in a 


' manner ungodding, him, fince we can- 


not ſay then that we owe more than 
the third part of our Being, Preſer- 
vation and Happineſs to him. For to 
attribute them wholly to him, would 
be robbing the other two who equally 
concur with him, of what is their 
due: 
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due: and no Action can be wholly at- 
tributed to one, which jointly belongs 
to Three. Bur if it be injurious to 
each Divine Nature to aſcribe to it but 
a Third of thoſe Benefits we receive z 
it mult be injurious to ſay they con- 
cur'd in conferring them. But if he 
ſays each wholly does all external 
Actions, then he contradiQs himlelt 
in ſuppoſing each concurs 3 tor he that 
wholly does an. Action, can never be 
faid to concur in doing it. Andif the 
Father be the Ociginal of Mankind, 
there cannot be a ſecond and third Q- 
riginal, except Mcn can have as ma- 
ny Origins. A tecond Original is as 
great nonſenſe as a Second Firlt, and 
a firſt Original is no more Senſe than 
a Firſt Fir: But] refer the Detender 
to my Letter, from Set. 77, to 83. 
where I have handied this Point more 
fully. By this time I believe it is evi- 
dent to an impartial Reader, that no- 
thing our Author has affirmed of the 
Son and Holy Spirit does: abate of 
their being Gods in the highelt Senſe, 
or make them one and the ſame God 
with the Father ; and conſequently 
there cannot be a more open and grol- 
ſer Polytheiſm than his Hypotheſis of 
three eternal and neceſſary Divine Na- 
tures, But, 

The Defender is not content with 
aflerting three ſuch Natures, (which 
one would think ſufficiently abſurd) 
but he alſo runs into a Number of 
Inconliſtences concerning the Manner 
of the Exiſtence of two of theſe Na- 
tures in making them ſuch, and yet 
not ſelf-exittent, or from none 3 but 
that they had theireternal Beipgs from 


another, Now as it is evident that 
whatſoever 1s (elf-exiſtent js eternal, 
becauſe there 15 no Author or Cauſe 
of its being ſoit is as evident, that 
whatſoever is not felt-exifttenf, but 
has receiv'd its Being from another, 
or has been cauſed to be, cannot be 
from Eternity 3 becauſe to receive a 
Being, or to be cauſed to be, ſup- 
poleth the Non-being to precede Be- 
ing. They mult once not be, other- 
wile they were not capable of being 
cauſed to be z and conlequently they 
could not always have been in being 
or from Erernity, What can be a more 
manifeſt ContradiQion,than that that 
which had ever been, (ſhould once-be 
cauſed to be ? or that that which had 
been from all Eternity, ſhould from 
not-being be produced, cauſed or e- 
maned into Being ? Or muſt not that 
which is emaned into being, ſome- 
time' or other begin to be ? Or can 
that which has a Beginning be from 
Eternity, which neceſſarily ſuppoſeth 
no Beginning ? For we have no 1dea 
of any thing being from Eternity, bat 
that it had no Origin. But our Au- 
thor, pag. 46. lays, That the Son and 
Spirit had-an Origin, And Prop. 6. 
The Father ut the Original of all other 
Being s,zn which the Son and Holy Spi- 
rit are comprehended. So that we 
mutt (if we can) believe that two ne- 
ceſlary Natures had an eternal Origin 
or Beginning ; and that they have 
been cauſed to be, tho they have al- 
ways been. It's as great a Contradi- 
Qion to fay, that that which has had 
an Origin has been from Eternity, as 
that that which will have an End ſhall 

laſt 
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laſt to Eternity : And if what has had 
an Origin, can be from Eternity, Cre- 
ation, which is but giving an Origin 
to things, may be from Eternity. And 
why might not God cauſe a thing to 
be voluntarily as well as neceſſarily 
from Eternity, fince in both Calcs 
Being is equally beſtow'd ? And eve- 
ry Being that is not without a Caule, 
( as God the Father alone is) muli 
have a Beginning ; for there is no Me- 
dium between having Bring from 
none, and from ſome one : and what 
has Being from ſome one, mult once 
be without Being, and ſo have a Be- 
ginning. And if God be Eternal be- 
caule he is Self-exiſtent, by parity of 
Reaſon, what is not Self-exiſtent can- 
not be from Eternity : Eadem eſt ra- 
1:0 contrarsorum, 1s as undoubted a 
Maxim as any whatever ſo that no- 
thing can be more evident than that, 
To have an Origin or Cauſe, or not 
to be ſelf-exiſtent, and to be from E- 
ternity, are inconſiſtent, And if they 
are inconfiſtent in themſelves, what- 
ever Terms you expreſs them in,they 
will be ill inconfiltent. Whence it 
favours (to ſay no worſe) of great 
prejudice, and fondneſs of an Hypo- 
thetis, that when a thing is a Contra- 
diction in ſome Terms, to ſeek out 0- 
thers to hide the.Contradiction. 

But our Author is ſo unhappy in his 
Attempt, that the very Terms he 
makes ule of, (viz. To have Exiſtence 
from God by way of neceſſary emanati- 
on) contain in themſelves a direct 
Contradicion: for whatſoever ſub- 
ſtantial Being or Nature emaneth from 
another, mult before its Emanation 


exiſt ſome way or other in the Nature © 
it emaneth from, otherwiſe it is im- 
poſſible to emane from it, but it mult 
emane from nothing, which is the ve- 
ry ſame as Creation : For every Na- 
ture muſt either emane from nothing, 
or fiom the Nature in which it pre- 
exiſted, But to ſuppoſe a Nature to 
exilt by emaning, is to ſuppoſe it did 
not exilt before its Emanation, and 
conſequently could not emane from 
another Nature, but from nothing : 
Except it firſt emaned from the Na- 
ture and afterward exilted ; which 
puts me in mind of a certain Poet, 
who introduces Adam in great halte 
going to be created. So that if the 
Son and H. Spirit did not exiſt before 
their Emanation, 1t is impottible they 
ſhould emane from God, otherwiſe 
than that God by the voluntary cxer- 
ciſe of his Divine Power emancd them 
from nothing ; and conſequently they 
could not emane or s{ſ#e forth (as he 
Prop. 1.5. terms it) from the Divine 
Nature, But if the Son and Holy 
Spirit did exiſt before they emaned, 
they did not exiſt by Emanation, but 
were ſelf-exiſtent as the Nature of the 
Father. Upon my aſſerting of which, 
Seft. 58. he anſwers pag, 47. But I 
ſay with as great aſſurance, that what- 
ſoever Subſtance emanes from another, 
mult owe its exiſtence to that other ; 
and the contrary is a manifeſt Contra- 
diftion, but to whom I know not ex- 
cept to himſelf, But I muſi beg leave 
to diſſent and tell him, that all Sub- 
liances whatſoever owe their exiſtence 
to God, and not to the Subſtance 
they emane from; and that al G:- 

'neration, 
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neration, Emanation, or Proceſſion in 
created Beings, is ouly the diffecent 
Forms and Figures which the various 
Coalitions ot Matter, according to 
the Laws of Motion, do produce: and 
conſequently whatever Subſtance e- 
manes from another, however it may 
be mod. fied by it, does not owe its 
Exittence to it, but is as old as the 
Creation it felf. And by Parity of 
Reaſon, whatſoever emanes from a 
ſelf-exiltent Subſtance, does not owe 
its Exilience to the Subltance it emanes 
froms but is as fcIf-exifient as that 
Subſtance. Though to exiſt by e- 
maning except from nothing, be, as 
hath been ſhown, nothing, lefs than a 
Contradiction z yet our Author tells 
us, pag. 18. it is a very preſumptuous 
Conceit, and in the ſecond Detence, 
pas. 25. an intolerable Preſumption not 
ro conclude it poſſible. Though he fur- 
ther (ays, we have a clearer Idea of 
it than voluntary Creation; yet all the 
Idea he gives us of it is, That it's a 
more excellent way of exilting than 
that of Creation, 

But before I proceed in the Exa- 
mination of þis Hypothc tis, it w'll be 
necefliry to obviate an exceprion he 
take- at my uſing words taken from 
material SuHitances, in difcourting of 
Spiritual ones z wich 15 a molt frivo- 
Jous exception, becauſe it i5 impotlible 
to be avoided, tince we have no Ideas, 
ad conſeq enily no words to expreſs 
them in, bu. what we have from fen- 
flible or muerial Objects, and the 0- 
perations of our Min45 about them, 
as is fully demon'irated in Mr. Lock's 


Eſſay of Hunan Underſtanding : Aud 


it is ſufficiently evident from Holy 
Scriptine it {elf, which that we may 
underſtand it, repreſents God with 
Face, Eves, Hands, Bowels, back 
parts, Motion from Place to Place, ec, 
and to Spirits are de{crib?d as Stand- 
ing, Falling down, &c. and in a 
Word, fo are ail other things relating 
to {piritual Beings, But this excep- 
tion is very ftrange from one whoſe 
Hypothelis is built chiefly upon Ema- 
nations, which is a Word borrow?d 
from Matter, and figniftes thoſe mi- 
nute Parts or Etfluvia's of Matter 
which flow from Bodies : and his Hy- 
potheſ1s makes the whole, or the one 
Divine Eſſence, either to emane from 
it {c]t,or to be diviſible,and have parts 
emane from it ; or elſe what he ſays 
is wholly unintelligible. 

The thirſt Argument I made ule of, 
Seft. 57. to ſhew it impoſſible the 
Son and Spirit could emane from the 
Father, was, That they being both 
infinite Subltances, and as ſuch being 
equal z to ſuppoſe two Infinites to e- 
mane from one, is to ſuppoſe twice 
as much to emane from a Being or 
Subſtance, as the Being is. To which 
he anſwers, I change bis Phraſe, Be- 
ings whoſe Perfettions are unlimited, 
and who have all they can have with- 
out a manifeſt Contraadittion ;,, which 
Phraſe by the way, is not to be found 
in his Propolitions. But why might 
not I call them finite Subſtances, 
ftince twice in his Propolitions by 
way of Explication, he calls them 
Subſtances, and every where tz1ks of 
the Union of their Subſtances : and 
pag. 56. of his third Defence, Ce- 
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fines Perſon by Subſtance? And it is 
evident, that if the Subſtances do not 
emane, the PerfeCtions that ſubſiſt in 
them cannot emane 3 and if the Per- 
feQions are intinite or unlimited, the 
Subſtances cannot be finite or limited : 
and pag. 8. he expreſly ſays, The Son 
and Holy Ghoſt are all boundleſs and 
znfinite, But where 15 the Difference 
between Infinite and his own term un- 
limited? Does. not the one ſignify 
without Bounds, as the other without 
End? and the Argument will equal- 
ly hold with the one Term or the 
other. Therefore I have no Reaſon to 
change thoſe Terms, nor did I injure 
him in uling them, But that all In- 
tinites are equal, is as evident as 
that there is an inequality between 
Finite and Infinite : for if one Inh1- 
nite were leſs than another, there mult 
be ſome bound or end of that Inf- 
nite, which would be to make it Fi- 
nite; wherefore for two: Intinites to 
emane from one, is to ſay, twice 2s 
much etmanes from a Being as the Be- 
ing is. Nay, if the Son and Holy 


Spirit were both but one Infinite, to 


iuppoſe them to emane from but one 
other Infinite, is to ſuppoſe the whole 
Infinite to emane from it ſelf ; but if 
their Nature each .of them is as. truly 
Divine and Infinite as that of the Fa- 
ther, they muſt each of them be equal 
to him, and conſequently cannot e- 
mane from him. Can two Suns 
(which is a more proper Simily for 
equal Natures, than the Sun and the 
Rays) emane from one Sun ? Would 
K not be to ſuppoie twice as much to 
£i2.anc from tac Sun as wes in it ? 


by 


The Defender upon better thoughts, 
though I did not make ule ot his 
Paraſes, thus replies, Be he pleaſed to 
take notice, that there is nothing in this 
acute arguing, except he means by 
infinite Subſtances, Subſtances of an 
irifinite bigneſs, He might as well 
have faid, To be and not to be was a. 
Contradiction only in Subſtances of: 
infinite bignelsz for the Reaſon is the 
ſame, of what Nature or fort ſoever 
the Subſtances be, provided they were 
capable of emaning : Becauſe the Ar- 
gument does not depend upon a Be- 
ing having Bigneſs or Quantity, but 
upon the equality of Beings that e- 
mane from one another : For let an. 
equal number which has neither Mat- 
ter nor Bulk emane from an equal 3 
does not the whole Number emane 
from- it ſelf? So ſubfirat an Hour 
from an Hour, and ſee what becomes 
of the firſt Hour. So that if the Na- 
ture of the Father emanes from it ſelf 
an infinite and boundleſs Nature, it 
mult wholly exhauſt the Nature of the 
Father, which is but Boundleſs and In- 
finite, But to ſuppoſe two ſuch Na- 
tures to emane from him, is to ſup- 
poſe twice as much to.emane as the 
Father's Nature is. It is (as I ob- 
ſerved Se, 59.) dividing one infinite 
Subſtance into three infinite -Patts, 
To which he replies, How does our 
Author already run Taplaſh? But- 
I will not therefore forbrar replying, 
and I anſwer, No doubt it is a horrid 
Contracition ſo 10 offirm: but how 
rank aoth this ſell of the oroſs 
thing called Body? his Ddmnd-vtmr al- 
together upon material Swi ances which 

alone, 
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alone, 1 ſay, have Parts to be divided 
into, Then he goes on to G&&monſtrate, 
that an infinite SpiritualSubſtance can- 
not be divided into infinite Spiritual 
Parts 3 waich is the abfurdiry, orit he 
pleaſes, the Taplaſh 1 am condemn- 
ing as the immediate conſequence of 
his Hypothetis. For what difference 
can we perceive between one intinite 
Nature emaning out of it ſelf two in- 
finite Natures, by which it fo far parts 
with them, as they become two di- 
ftin& and diverſe Natures from it, as 
diftin& and different as ſo many Men 
or Angels, and one inhnite Nature 
divided into three infinite Parts? And 
by our Author's leave Wwe not only 
attribute Parts to Matter, but we are 
forc'd to do lo to every thing (whe- 
ther Finite or Infinite) we can in our 
Minds add to and abſtract from,which 
we cannot but conceive as Parts, So 
we ſay that Numbers and Duration, 
and Space though Infinite, have Parts, 
And the ſober Enquirer, in his J/:ew 
of the Conſiderations, pag. 92. owns 
that conceptible parts in the Deity no 
Man can avoid: And it neither the 
whole Divine Nature nor a part of it 
emaned from it ſelf, it is a Contra- 
diction to our Idea's, that any thing 
ſhould emane from it: What is a 
Contradiction in thoſe Terms, will be 
ſo in any other. 

But to gratify our Author as much 
as poltlible, we will expreſs his Do- 
Erine in the ſofteſt Terms we can, 
VIZ. one {clt-cxiſtent, eternal and ne- 
cefſary Nature, which alone is fiſt in 
Nature, not in Time, whilſt it remains 
ſuch, being not ſubject to any altera- 


tion whatever, becomes neceſſarily and 
eternally, three eternal and neceſſary 
Natures, two of which are nct ſ{cii- 
exilicnt, Or in other words, one in- 
mutcable God neceflarily and eternally 
becomes three Gods of the ſame Na- 
ture, but not three ſelt-exiftent Gods ; 
which though they are monltrous 
Contradictions in them(clves, and to 
our conception of but one God ; yet 
our Author is fo happy as to be able 
to tell us how this is done, namely, 
by Emanation, whereby two of theſe 
Natures iſſued forth (as he terms it) 
from the felt-exiftent Nature, And 
though each of theſe Natures is equal 
to the Nature from whence they e- 
maned ;z yet the emaning, Nature is 
not capable of the leaſt Diminution: 
Though one would think to have 
two Natures to emane from one 
ſingle Nature, fo as to be diltiact and 
different in Number from it, muſi be 
a diminution to that Nature, fince it 
has two Natures by emaning them 
from it {elf lefs than it had. But if 
the Nature of God is indiviſible, and 
conſequently no part nor any thing of 
it can emane 3 nothing can be more 
evident bur that all other Natures, be- 
caule not {clf-cxiftent, muſt be pro- 
duc?d from nothing. But he ſays, 
fag. 13. There is not a Creature that 
generates arotner of the ſame kind, 
but may be properly ſaid to communi- 
Fate its own Nature, and yet notwith- 
ſtanaing forgoes not its own individu- 
al Nature, nor any part of at, But 
by his leave every generating Crea- 
ture does part with ſome of its Sub- 
ſtance, (which he may call Nature) 
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whereof the Fetws is form?d, and 
which by Accelhon of Nourifhment 
grows at length to be a Natme or 
Sublltance equal to its Parent. But in 
the divine Generation the Son and 
Spirit have their whole Beings and Na- 
tures from the Fathers Nature, and 
not by accetſion trom without, but 
all at once, and from all Eternicy, So 
that for the Father to communicate 
his Nature to each of them, whuſe 
Natures are equal to his, would be 
doubly to annihilate himſelf. 

For a Nature to multiply its kind,s 
a ſign of Dele&t and Weaknels in that 
kind of Nature : for the fame Reaſon 
that makes it capable of Propagating, 
makes it ſubject to Corruption and 
Diflolution,becaule it ſuppoles it d:vi- 
tible and ſabje& to augmentation and 
diminution, which Beings in their Na- 
ture immortal are not ;, and therefore 
what can be more 2b{urd than to ar- 
gue from Beings that 3re divilible. and 
for that reaſon alone capable of Ge- 
neration or Emanation, to Beings 
that are indivitible, and conſequent- 
ly not capable of having Emanations 
flow from their Subſtances ? I know 
none in his Senſe: ever {uppoled fo 
grols a thing of tinite Spirits as pro- 
pagating their kind: however lome 
Men take the Liberty not only to ſup- 
poſe it of God hinifelf, but that he 
acts therein neccf{arily as inanimate 
Beings do z . nay, they ſuppole it to be 
one of the highelt and mott efſential 
Perfe&tions of his Nature, which I 
conceive to be molt abſurd, as well as 
a moli hizh Aftront to the ſole intinite 
Majelty of God z and. it carries this 
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in it, that it neceſſarily inferreth not 
only a Plurality, but an Intinity of 
Gods : For if God does not conttant- 
ly and nec:flarily multiply Divine Na- 
tures, he has lolt a PerteEtion which 
they fay is effcntial and neceſſary to 
his Nature 3 which change cannot hap- 
pen in the Nature of God, but if 
(as the Sun {ſucceſſively emits an in- 
numerable company of new Rays) he 
does irom Eternity to Eternity pro- 
duce new Natures, they mutt needs 
be infinite in Number, But if he ſays 
God is eternally emaning into Exi- 
ftence the Son and Holy Spirit, it is 
ſo far from being true, that they were 
eternally begotten or emaned into 
actual Being, that they never will bg 
ſo, though the Father is in doing it 
from Eternity to Eternity, by a con- 
tinued {ucce{Jive Generating, But how 
can they that were, as he fays, bound- 
I&{s and infinite from Eternity, be ca- 
pable of any farther Production ? And 
every.new or farther Production muſt 
be as infinite and boundleſs as each of 
them. 

Having thus fully (as I ſuppoſe) 
ſhown the impuſſibility of. the Fa- 
thei?s iffuing torth Emanations from 
his own Nature, I ſhall be the (ſhorter 
in my Remarks upon his Anſwers, 

| faid, Set. 59. upon Suppotition 
that the Son and Spirit are neceflary 
Emanations, I cannut fee how they 
owe their Origin more to the Father, 
than the Father. to them, lince they 
are all three of a Subltance, which is 
ſelf-exiſtent; Which # (he ſays) ve- 
ry ſurprizing, and as much as to ſay, 
that the Koot no leſs owes uts Origin 
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to the Tree, or the Rays to the Sun, 
than vice verſa. As to his Simily 
from the Sun, | have ſufficiently ſpo- 
ken to it already, As to that avout 
the Root and the Tree, it 1s evident 
(not to mention that the Tree cannot 
owe its O.igin to the Root, becauſe 
it is part of che Tree) chat the Trunk 
and Branches do not owe their Origin 
to the Root, but are all viſiv!y in the 
Seed, which by Nouriſhment received 
from without, do equally increaſe to 
their deligned Bulk, Bur to make it 
any ways parallc], Suppoſe a {elt- 
exiltent Root to emane neceſlarily 
from it (elf (without any new Matter 
added to it) two Trunks, each of 
wiich 1s as big as the emaning Root ; 
would not the Subltances of all three 
be {e1t-exilient, tince they are all three 
of the felf-lame felf-exilttent Sub- 
ftance 3 and conſequently one can no 
inore owe its-Orig.n to another, than 
the ſclf-ſame Subltance can owe its 
Origin to it ſelf ? 

In the ſame Section I (aid, What- 
ſoever ['Subltance] proceeds from a- 
nother, mult tirtt be in it, except It 
can be in it and proceed from it at the 
ſame time. Upon which he asks, 
Whether the Rays are not as old as the 
Sun ? or whether all Thoughts muſt be 
younger than Minds, - becauſe they 
have their Original from them? As 
to the ftirlt, | grant tie Rays are as 
old as the Sun, and the reaſon is, be- 
cauſe they have the {ame Origin as 
the Sun; yet they cannvt be in the 
Sun, and eimane from ic at the ſaine 
time. As to the (rccond, Whether 
Thoughts.are younger than Minds, it 


is not to the purpoſe, becauſe we are 
diſcourting ot Subſtances, and of ſub- 
{tancial Emanationsz which it he ſup- 
poſcs Thoughts to be, how many 
Subſtances would be created and an- 
ninilated in a Minute ? Bat however, 
to anſwer his Queſtion, All Thoughts 
mult be younger than Minds, becauſe 
Thoughts are Operations of the Mind, 
in conceiving and comparing Idea's 
together, conlequently Minds muli be 
betore Thoughts. But though all 
Thoughts mult be younger than 
Minds, becaule they owe their Origin 
to the Mind, as being meer Operati- 
ons of the Mind ; yet the Powers or 
Abilities that are effential to -the 
Mind, mutt b- as old as the Mind, be- 
caute they do not owe their Origin to 
the Mind, Here he blam:s ine for 
calling Emanation a Separation, and 
lays, That Duſtinfiion, Separation 
and Difference, are ſeveral things. | 
ſuppole molt of the Trinitarians think 
Dittinction and Difference to be (o, 
becauſe their Books are full of Di- 
ſtindtions without Difference. He 
further ſays, That tho the Son and 
Spirit proceed from the Father, yet 
they are ſtill in him, and ever have 
beenin him, But to emane trom, to 
if[1e torth and proceed from, and yet 
{till to be 11, are Contradictions mm our 
Concep:ions. And our Auchor, Pag. 
45- takes emaning from, and kind- 
lng, the fame. But what is kind- 
ling, but ſeparating the Pzrts of any 
thing one trom another, by a violent 
rapid Motion? And what 15 the E- 
manation of the Rays, which he fo 
much intilts on, but their lepara'ion 

from 


from the Body of the Sun ? 
In the next, Scd, 60, he whoily 
mittakes the Argument, and then 
wanders to God?s Decrees 3 wich 1s 
nothing to the Purpoſe, in a Dit- 
courle of ſubſtantial Emanations, 
Upon my ſaying, Set. 63. What 
greater Abſurdity can there be, than 
that Beings which have infinite 
Perfe&tions, ſhould want ſome ? Be- 
lides a long Harangue about Intr- 
nite, he aniwers, It # 19 monſtrous 
Buſineſs to imagine, that a Being 
which has not every Perfeition, may 
have thoſe it is poſſeſt of, in the high- 
eft degree, To which Ireply, that it 
is monſtrous that a Divine Nature 
which he owns contains all Perfecti- 
* ons, ſhould want ſome Perfections, 
and thoſe the chiefeſt : Or that Na- 
cures, that are, as he ſays, boundleſs 
and infinite, ſhould not have inhnite 
Perfections ; which is to make them 
(to uſe his Word) unlimited in El- 
ſence, but limited in the Perfections 
of Eſſence, as wanting the greateſt ; 
the want of which abates, ( as he 
ſays, pag.7-) and con{cquently bounds 
their boundleſs Perf- tions. Nor can 
they have in the higheſt Degree thoſe 
Perfeftions they are poſlclt of, as un- 
limited Power, Wiſdom and Good- 
neſs: For if the Father be the only 
Wiſe, the only Good, and greater 
than the Son and Spirit, they have not 
thoſe Perfe&ions in the higheſt De- 
gree, nor are they (as I have already 
proved) unlimited, God cannot 


communicate any of his Attributcs, 
without communicating all ; becauſe 
he cannot communicate any, without 
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communicating, his Divine Effence, 
in which (as all Preperties do in a 
Subſtance) they inſeparably exit, And 
if God communicate his Eft tice, he 
muſt communicate with it his $Sclt- 
exiltence and Independency, which 
are allo inſeparable from his Eſſence. 

I muſt now beg leave to tran{cribe 
my Sect. 66. that tlie Reader may the 
better fee whether it contains fo 
GROSS A CONCEIT, and ſuch 
BEASTLY STUPIDITY, as our 
Author, pag. 55. charges it with. — 
* If they, the three ſuppoſed infinite 
** Subſltances,are more than one, they 
** cannot be Infinite, becauſe being 
& Subſtances of the ſame Sort, they 
* muſt be bounded and limited one 
& by another, If the Subſtance of 
** the Father be every where, How 
& can the Subſtance of the Son be 
* every where too, at the ſame time, 
& and after the ſame manner ? For 
6 if Beings can be in the ſame Place 
© at the ſame time, inthe ſame man- 
ner as they muſt be if they are of 
the ſame ſort, it is impoſſible to 
diſtinguiſh them 3 becauſe we have 
no other mark of diſtinction be- 
eween Beings, but that they can- 
© not -be in the ſame Place, at the 
& fame time, in the ſame manner. 

I hope our Author will grant that 
two Numbers will determine one the 
other, becauſe if they did not, they 
would be one and the ſame : and con- 
ſequently whatever things we predi- 
cate two or more of, they muſt bound 
one another, otherwiſe they could not 
be two : what makes them two, muſt 
neceſſarily limit them; fo that two 
Infnites 
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Infinites are a plain Contradidtion, be- 
cauſe nothing can be Inhnite which 
is determined : but if they are two, 
they mult be determined, otherwiſe 
they would: not be two but one and 
the ſame. One Inhnite cannot con- 
tain or. comprehend another Infinite 3 
if it did, it would be the ſame and 
not another ; therefore that other 
mult determine it : What 15s not all 
of the ſame kind, and fo is fingular, 
mult have bounds or limits, other- 
wiſe it would-be all ; and this is ſo ve- 
ry plain, that ſhould a Man 1n any 0- 
ther Caſe athcm more than one Infi- 
nite. of the ſame kind, he would 
ſcarce be thought to be in his Senſes. 
Who was ever {o ridiculous as to afſert 
more than one Infinite Space, more 
than one infinite Duration ? yet net- 
ther Space nor Duration are corporeal 
Subſtances, To luppoſe two infinite 
Spaces or Durations, muli we not ne- 
ceſſarily ſuppoſe an end or limit to 
one, before the other can commence ? 
To ſuppoſe two Inftinites of the ſame 
ſort, is to ſuppoſe an infinite addition 
to that which is already Infinite 
therefore it's very evident that. what- 
ever Nature or fort a Being 1s of, if 
we conceive more than one, We Can- 
not conceive any of them as Inhnite ; 
nor can we believe that the three Per- 
ſons are (as he ſuppoſes) as different 
as ſo many Men or Angels,and 1<t be- 
lieve that each of them can be after 
the ſ11me manner every where, bee 
cauſe holding bath, is t' believe them 
diitinct and not diliin, different yet 
the ſame. And this muſt neceſſarily 
Ge, as long as we have no other marks 
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of Identity and Diverſity, but that 
Beings cannot be after the (ame man- 
ner, in the ſame Place, at the fame 
time: If our Author had any other 
marks of Identity and Diverſity, he 
ought to have diſcovered them before 
he was (o free of his obliging Expreſ- 
ſions. If there can be more than one 
Iatinice of a ſort, there can no reaſon 
be allign'd why there may not be an. 
infinite Number as well az two or 
three 3 ſo that it would not be abſurd. 
to ſuppoſe an infinite number of Spa- 
ces, Durations, &c. And if more 
than one infinite Being can be every. 
where, an infinite Number may as 
well be every. where ;, and by parity 
of Reaſon a valt Number of finite Spi- 
rits may be in the very ſame Space as 
contains one, which our Author ve- 
ry roundly ſuppoſes, and ſays, They. 
that do not. ſuppoſe it have no manner 
of Notion of what they believe, But 
Mr. Leck, (whom I never heard 
charg'd with beaftly flupidity, or-ef. 
having no Notion ot what he ſays) in 
his Eſſay of Human Underſtanding, 
Ch. [dentity, ſpeaks thus : © We have 
&* Idea's but of three forts of Sub- 
& ſtances 3 firſ God, ſecond hnite In- 
& telligences, third Bodies. Though 
*© theſe three ſorts of Subſtances de. 
** notexclude one another out of the 
* {ame Place, yet we cannot conceive. 
* but that they muſt neoeffarily each 
© of them, exclude any of the fame 
© kind out of the ſame Place, or elſe 
** the Notions of Identity and Di- 
* veility would bein vain, There. 
* could be no ſuch diſtinion of Sub. 
& fiances or any thing elie from one 
« another, And: 
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' And if other Authorities after this 
great-Ma:n were not needles, I might 
add the Lexned Cuſanrs, who Lib. 
3. de mente, ſays, Impaſſibile eft plura 
eſſe Infinita, qumiam alterum eſſet in 
altero finitum, There cannot be more 
than one Intinite, becauſe the one 
would make the other Finite, And 
another Learned Author ſavs, 2nic- 
quid ittu eſt infinitum, 4 nequit dart 
menſura. Dems it atÞu infinuus, ne- 
quit ergo et dari menſura qua menſu- 
retur, At fi plures eſſent Dei, unus 
efſet menſura aliorum, & fic nullus 
earum efſet infinitus. There can be no 
meaſure of that which is attually m- 
fimte * God is aftually infinite, there- 
fore there can be no meaſure of him, 
But if there were more Gods than one, 
none of them would be Infinite, be- 
cauſe they would be a Meaſure one to 
another, Therefore his three Divine 
Natures being (as he ſuppoſes) every 
way united to one another, cannot 
but be a Meaſure to one another, 
And the greater part even of the Tri 
nitarians the Modalilis, look upon 
our Author's Doctrine of three inft- 
nite Natures, as a notorious Contra- 
diction, 

But the Defender to prove his a- 
ſertion. aske, How can God be in thoſe 
Spares fil”d with Body ? or how can 
Body and Soul be in the ſame Space ? 
Which Queſtions I thought I had pre- 
vented, by adding — Beings of the 
ſame ſort after the ſame manner : 
but that he ſays, can be only for a 
Blind. To which I ſhall no otherwiſe 
reply, than by putting him in mind 
of the Proverb, There are none [0 


blind as thoſe that will not foe. Hows 
ever by the by, it's a pretty way of 
anſwering Arguments, to tell his 
Reader, I hat that wherein the Strength 
of his Argument lies, car be only for 
a Blind, pag. 55. But this Argue 
ment holds not only in Subltances of 
all ſorts, but in Modes and Properties 
as for inltance, more than one with 
intinite Power 13a Contradiction 3 be- 
caule inhnice Power neceſſarily ſup- 
poſes Supream Power, which becauſe 
all delepated Power is containd in it, 
comprehends all Power. And ltince 
our Author, pag. 61. has a diſtintt 
Notion of a Being abſolutely Perfett, 
and Beings of unlimited Perfeftions ; 
I detire to know what Idea's he has 
of three having each of them ſu- 
pream or unlimited Power over the 
Univetrſe ? 1s it not tilt aſſerting that 
one has it, then denying, it by ſaying 
another has it ? The Chrittians of the 
frſt Ages thought it an unanſwerable 
Argument againſt the Heathens, that 
there could not be more than one God, 
becauſe there could not be (ſupream 
Power being, indivitible) moie than 
one that could enjoy it. How eaſily 
could the Heathens have retorted this 
Argument upon the Chriſtians, had 
they held with our Author more Na- 
turcs than one, each with ſupream 
or unlimited Power : So that if the 
Father has all or fupream Power, it's 
evident the Power cf the Son can be 
no other than a delegated ſubordinate 
Power, and conlequently not unli- 
mited and infinite z and the Reaſon 
will equally hold for all other Divine 
Pertections : to that by what has been 
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ſaid it appears, that to ſuppoſe more 
than one Divine Nature, is to make 
God a Finite and limited Nature with 
Finite and luniced Perte tions, which 
is in a manner as dilhonourable to 
God, as to deny he has any Being at 
all. 

But our Author is not content with 
what he ſays here, but pag. 58. after 
a long Dialogue of his own traming, 
(where he makes a Man of my Head- 
piece (as he phralcs it) wot heſirate 
at replying that Space is areal nothing, 
and a great many lilly things betides) 
he charges ire with prodigzo, 27200- 
ftrous Preſump ion, in drawing moſt 
confident concluſions from Premiſes 
that are un;peakab 'y above the reach of 
human Underſtanding —and with Fol- 
ly and Madneſs in the Liberty I take 
with the moſt profoundly adorable De- 
ity (he thould have laid Dezrzes.) In 
anſwer to which, and all his harangue 
concerning Mytery, and the difhcul- 
ties 'pag. 46 ) about Eternity, &c, 
which a Polycheilt might as well make 
uſe of for a Million vf Gods, or a 
Papiſt for Tranſybſtantiation, or any 
other Contradiction though never ſo 
palpable ; I (hall only ask our Author, 
Are Intinicy and Eternity mere empty 
Sounds without Idea's annext 0 
them? If they are, why does he uſe 
ſach words ? It they are not, 1s it not 
pollible to join other Idea's to ther, 
which are manifelily incontittent with 
then? which if he has done, then all 
his Commuon- place- Harangve will not 
make them contittent, To what 
end i: (uch an Harangue ? except he 
will ſay, there's no knowing a Con- 
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tradiction from a Difficulty. Or muft 
a Man be oblig'd to ſolve all the dif- 
hcalties if Nature and Metaphyficks, 
before he can have a Right to tell him, 
that he is chargeable with as groſs 
Contradictions, as to be, and not to be. 
For though our Idea's of Infinity and 
Eternity are not compleat and ade- 
quate, (as perhaps our Idea's of few 
other things are) yet as far as they 
reach, they are as diſtin&t and clear as 
any other; otherwiſe we could not 
demonſtrate that there is an infinite e= 
ternal Being, of which we have as 
great a certainty as of any Mathema- 
tical Demonſiration., Our Idea of 
Infinity contiſts in a ſuppoſed endleſs 
Progretſion of the Mind, which is 
{till adding on to thole large ſteps it 
hrit takes : Whatever belides the In- 
exhaulitbility of the Subject, puts a 
{top to the Mind's adding, on, is di- 
rectly contrary to our Idea of Infini- 
ty. As for inltance, ſuppoſe you join 
a beginning to infinite Duration, you 
thereby neceſfarily put a ſtop to the 
Mind's adding : and therefore our Au- 
thor's aſſertion of an eternal Begin= 
ning or Origin, is as plain a Contra- 
diction as To be, and Not to be e- 
ternal. So in adding one Inhnite to 
another, you put a ſtop to the pro= 
greflion of the Mind concerning the 
hrit Infinite ; becauſe inſtead of ad- 
ding on, the Mind has aQually palt 
over one Infinite, and is viewing ano- 
ther. To aud two Inhinites together, 
is (as Mr. Lock ſays, Ch. Infinity, 
F. 20.) too groſs an abſurdity to be 
confuted. What is it then to ſuppoſe 


three Infinites, and thoſe two every 
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way 
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way cloſely united to one another ? In 
this caſe, which way ſoever the Mind 
turns it {clf, its Idea of Inhinity is 
deltroy'd ; their Continuity or Union 
every way terminating one another, 

So that at alt all.the monlirous pro- 
digious Prelumption I am guilty of, 
is, in owning the weaknels of my 
Underitanding, the thortneſs of my 
Idea's, and conſequently the narrow- 
neſs of my Belict, in not giving al- 
ſent to what appears tobe a Contra- 
diGion to the Unity and Infinity of 
the Divine Nature, 

I hope by this time the Reader is 
fatisfhed, that the 68th Seft;on in my 
Letter, did not deſerve thoſe hard 
words the Defender was pleas'd to be- 
ſfiow upon it, Had I afferted (as he 
does, pag. 52.) the Infinity of Quan- 
tity, I had delerv'd {ome ſuch Coims 


*phments. But I muſt excuſe him fince 


I tind what he there ſays is too true, 
that he wnderſtands nothing of Infi- 
nite.and that it 1s an amuſing confound- 
ing word for bu Brains, which, 
all Ulnicarians mult think, is ſome 
excuſe for his aſlerting the Son and 
Holy Spirit to be all Boundleſs and-[n- 
finite, as pag. 8. 

I faid, Set. 55. As there can be-no 
Inequality,ſuch as he {uppoles between 
infinite Beings ; ſo we cannot pay a 
lower degree of Honour to the Son 
and Spirit than to the Father, with- 
out ſuppoling an infinite dittance be- 
tween them., For as long as we 
pray to each 85 having neceffarily in- 
herent in himiclt intinite Power, 
Wiidom, &c. our Devotion termi- 
nates incach, we give each the {ame 
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Divine Honour, To which he ſays, 
P-58. © This 15 a very falſe Charge, tor 
we heartily acknowledg that all the 
** Honour we pay to the Son and H, 
© Spirit, ought to be ultimately ter» 
* minatcd in theFatizerz and I am ſure 
& he cannot think otherwiſe of thoſe 
& hecalls the real T cinitarians, becauſe 
** their Hypothelis neceſlarily obliges 
* them to to believe, whatever the 
Hypothelis of the others does. But 
the Huly Scripture is ſo expreſs 
& upon this Point, that 1 ſhould think 
& no Chriſtian ſhould hnd it hard to 
believe it, no, tho there were no 0- 
& other Text but this for it,viz.-That 
&« at the Name of Jeſus every Knee 
& fhould bow ——fo the glory of 
&« God the Father, Phil.2.9,10,11. 

We will now tuſt ſee when it can 
be faid, that the Honour we give a 
Perſon is not for hi- own, but for the ' 
{fake of another on whom it ultimate- 
ly .terminates;, and then examine 
whether it be ſuch an Honour which 
the Trinitarians give to the Son and 
Holy Spirit. 

The Honour we give a Perſon, does 
not ultimately terminate on him when 
it is not for any inherent Quality in 
himſelf, but for the ſake of ſome Pows- 
er, Trult 01 Office that is receiv?d from 
another, and which he holds during 
the Will of that other. Thus we 
pay Hunour to a. Vice-roy, a Judg, a 
Magitirate,becaule they are the Image, 
or ſome way repieſent that Perſon who 
endued them with Power. Whate- 
ver Honour or Deterence we pay ſuch 
Perions, it fiii] terminates in the Su 
Preime 3 it is tor his Sake and to his 
Honous : 


__ we 


Honour: And the Reaſon is, becaule 
ſuch Perſons, huw much ſoever they 
may be: advanced above their tellow- 
Subjects ; yet in reſpect of the Perſon 
that advanced them, they have no 
Power at all, but are meer Minitters 
and Servants. So our Lord Chrilt, 
tho he is highly advanced as a Re- 
ward of his perfect Oacdience above 
all his fellow-Creatures3 yet in re- 
ſpe& of God he 1s a meer Miailter 
and Servant, wholly impotent, can 
(as he faith) do nothing of himſelt : 
and the Reaſon why the Honour 

iven him in Scripture is not for his 
own {ike, but for the Glory of God 
the Father, is, becauſe it is a delega- 
ted Honour, God has made him a 
Prince and Saviour, giving him all 
Power after his Reſurrection : or be- 
cauſe (as this Text ſays) God has 
highly exalted him, and given him a 
Name above every Name. And there 
is no inance in Scripture where any 
Honour, Glory, Power and Dignity 
is aſcribed to Chriſt, either by him- 
ſelf or any Man or Angel, but is ex- 
preſly given to himwither as a Man,or 
as the free gift of God to a Man. 
And it's more than probable, chat this 


is fo done, left it (hould adminiſter oc- 


calim to People to cerminare their 
Worthip on him, as a Divine Nature, 
with all Perfections neceſſarily and e- 
ternally inhering in him. Ir would 
be abſurd, if he had iuch a Nature, 
not to worſhip him for humlelt ulti- 
mately z except an eternal and neceſ- 
ſary Divine Nature is not to be wor- 
fhip'd for its own ſake, which would 
be to ſay, that the Father is not to be 
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worſhip?d ultimately for the ſake of 
his Divine Nature, The Honour 
that docs not tertninate on the Perſon, 
i5 never given to the Creator but to 
the Creature: and of this Nature is 
that Honour or Worſhip we give to 
thoſe Gods or ſupreme Powers which 
are the [Nepuaties or Reprelentatives of 
the molt high God : which Worlthip 
does not ultimately terminate on 
them, becauſe what they have they 
have from God, and hold it only du- 
ring his Pleaſure : What then can be 
2 ſtronger Argument- that the Son is 
not God than this, that the Honour 
we are oblig'd to pay him, does not 
ultimately terminate in him but in a- 
nother? It any thing were ſtrange 
from our Author, this would be, that 
he that is God is not to be worſhip?d 
for his own ſake, or that a ſupream 
Being mult not have ſupream Honour. 
But let us now fee what fort of 
Worſhip it is which the Trinitarians 
pay to the Son. They, of whatſo- 
ever Denomination, are ſo far from 
honouring the Son for the fake, and 
to the Glory of God the Father, that 
in their publick Prayers and Liturgies, 
they give him equal Honour with God 
the Father 3 and both Papiſt and Pro- 
teltant Trinitarians in their damning 
Creed make them equa), and declare 
that none is before nor after another, 
none greater or leſs than another, the 
Glory equal, the Majeſty coeternal, 
Which equality is as much to the 
Glory of God the Father, as it would 
be to the Glory of a King to have his 
Subjects ſet up two others with equal 
Power and Majeſty, Therefore 1 
D 2 wonder 
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wonder with what aſſurance our Au- 
thor can deny, that the Trinitarians 
have 3 Objects of ſupream Worthip : 
and he himſelf in this Treatiſe is tor 
giving Divine Worſhip to the Son and 
Holy Spirit ; and Divine Worſhip can 
be no other than Supream, and con- 
ſequently' muſt terminate in the Per- 
{on to whom: it is given, Nay, he 
cannot terminate his Worſhip more in 
one than in another, fince all three are 
(as he ſays) one and the ſame God 
with reſpect to the Creatures, 

All that our Author can ſay 15, that 
it is to the Honour of God the Father, 
becauſe they depend on him 3 but the 
more dependent he ſuppoſes them, 
the more abſurd it is to pay the fame 
Honour to a dependent, as he does to 
the independent Being. Bur their de- 
pendence, fince he makes them necel(- 
fary Beings, is Independence : And 
becauſeour Author is much taken with 
Similies, I ſhall oblige him with one 
that is more parallel than that of the 
Sun and Frays. Suppoſe (for there 
has been ſuch a thing in Nature) one 
Man born with, and growing out of 
the lide of another, who was a diltinct 
Manzthough neceſſarily united to him, 
which was manifelt by their diſcour- 
fing one wich another. Now in this 
inſtance, we have one intelligent Sub- 
fiance emaning from another z yet this 
did not make him owe his Being or 
continuance in Being, to- the other, 
fince they had the ſame cauſe of Be- 
ing and continuance in. Being, on 
which cauſe both were equally depen- 
dent, and not one upon the other: 


nor did the Honour and Reſpect Men 


pid the ſide-man terminate in the 0- 


ther z for in honouring the one, they * 


no way honour the other. The Pa- 
ralle} is very eafy and natural : for as 
the two Men depended on the ſame 
Caulc,. and therefore the em:ned Man 
was no way obliged to the other ; 
ſo God's Nature having no Caule, 
his ſuppoſed Emanations muſt be 
as much without a Cauſe; for 
what is neceflary to the Natwe, is as 
much without a Caule as the Nature 
it lelf : therefore they could - no more 
be obliged to God tor their Divine Na- 
tures or their being Gods, than God 
Is beholden to himfelt tor his own 
Nature z lince there was the ſame ne- 
cellity of his emaning them as of exi- 
ſting himſelt,and conſequently they are 
as independent as he and therefore have 
a right to be worſhipped ultimately 
without reference to him, who can be 
no more faid to give them that right 
than to give it himſelf. So that if our 
Author's Hypothelis be true, there are 
two Divine Natures or Gods, who en- 
joy all the Rights of their Godheads by 
as good a Title as the n:ott High God 
himielf z which if they are not three 
Gods in the higheſt Senſe, it is impoſ- 
ſible to imagine what are three Gods, 
and as ſuch it is too notorious that all 
Trinitarians worlhip them. And tho 
they may with the help of Diſtincti- 
ons, without any difference, deny and. 
wrangle about the plaineli Contradi- 
ions yet it would be in. vain to de- 
ny matters of Fact, fince it 1s evident 
they have three Objects of ſupream 
Worſhip, each of which they adore 


apart one from. the other ; which is. 


cither 
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either owning three Gods, or elle 
owning themſelves guilty of wiltul 
Idolatry, in paying Supream Wor- 
ſhip to what they do not believe to be 
God. 

The reaſon why it is ſo neceſſary a 
Duty to believe the Unity of God, 1s, 
becauſe we ought to have but one Ob- 
jc ff {upream Worthipz whoever 
has mure, dctiroys that Unity, and is 

uilty of {dolatry : For it is moſt e- 
vident that if the having one Object of 
Supream Worthip, be the adoring of 
one God or {upream Being ;z the ha- 
ving three ſuch Ovjects, and the ado- 
ring each ſingly and by himſelf, is 
the Worſhip of three Gods. And in 
this point, whether it be lawful to 
have more than one Object of fupream 
Worſhip, turns at preſent the whole 
controverly between the Trinitarians 
and Antitrinitarians, Fhis was the 
Point I chiefly inlitted on in my Let- 
terz and this is what itil detire a (e- 
ri2us anſwer to; For our Author's 
anſwer is a plain denial of Matter of 
Fat in their Worſhip, and a condem- 
nation of thoſe that {o worſhip. 

But to return, let the Relation be- 
tween the Divine Perſons be what it 
will, that is wholly ad mtra, with- 
out any reſpe& or retcrence to Crea- 
tures, who being equally oblig'd to 
each for their Beings, and all the Bleſ- 
ſings they do here or (hall hereafter en- 
joy, (which are the things they ought 
to pay the highe't Adoration for) 
ought t9 pay to each the highelt 5 and 
coniequently not werlhip one for the 
S3ke ot the other, but each for his 
own fake. And this is evident from 
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this farther Reaſon : For ſuppoſe (as 
we very well may, if there are three 
Divine Natures) that two of them 
no way concern'd themſelves with 
human Aﬀairs, and that our Happi- 
neſs or Mitery no way depended upon 
them, there would be no reaſon why 
we ſhould give them Divine Wor- 
{hip but we ought to give it to him 
wholly trom whom we have our Be- 
ing, and expect our Happineſs : and 
for the ſame Reaſon, if we are equal- 
ly indebted co each, Juſtice and Gra- 
titude will oblige us to pay to each 
equal acknowledgment, and to ter- 
minate our Devotions no more on one 
than on the others. And I challenge 
him to_ produce any Text of Scrip- 
ture where there 15 any ground laid for 
the Worthip of God, bur it will agree 
to him that has unlimited Wiſdom, 
Power and Goodneſs, &c. neceſſarily 
and eternally ; and who beſtows up- 
on us our Lite and Happineſs : and 
what Worlhip we exhibit to God is 
certainly for his own Sake, and ulti- 
mately terminates in him, Thus if 
there be the ſame Reaſon tor termina- 
ting our Worthip on the Son as on the 
Father, it's abſurd to do otherwile., 
Nay, were the Trinitarians confi- 
ſtent with themſelves, they ought to 
pay a thouſand times more Acknows= 
ledgments to the Son than to the Fa- 
ther, fince the Benefits they receive 
from the one, fo much exceed the Be- 
netits they receive from the other. For 
ſuppoſe one fhould owe to two Per- 
{on:, to whom he was otherwiſe e- 
qually oblig*d,an immenſe Sum, with- 
out payment of which. he muit for 
cver- 


-ever (uffer the Miſcties of an intolera- 
ble Impriſonment : would he not owe 
almolt infhnitely more to that Perſon 
who not only freely aud generoutly 
forgave hin) himſelf, but even volun- 
tarily paid to the other, though with 
lols of his Life by an ignominious and 
painful Death, whatiocever their com- 
mon Debter owed him ; to wnoir he 
w3sS no further oblig*d than for ac- 
cepting the full Satisfaction of him 
that became his Surety, The applica- 
tion to the Father and the Son is very 
eaſy. As to the Father's ſending his 
Son, if the Son were not his Subject, 

and ſo he could command him, it 
could amount to no more thai the Fa- 
ther's being willing to receive and ac- 
cept of the Satisfaction the Son was 
as willing to pay in the ftead of the 
Debter. 

But let us ſuppoſe the Father, Son 
and H. Spirit as <qual in Nature, ſo 
alſo equally obliging to us, and there- 
fore each of them deſerving from us 
our whole Hearts and Souls, which 
It is impoſſible for us to give to more 
than one: we muſt wittingly and 
willingly by beltowing them on one, 
either commit Sacrilege againſt the 
other two, orelſe by dividing them, 
give each but a Third of that which is 
wholly due to each of them, which 
would be Sacrilege againlt all three. 
Theſe are the Miſchiefs of our Atthor's 
Scheme of Religion, which it is tm- 
poſſible for him to avoid, but byown- 
ing with the Unitarians, that there 1s 
but one eternal neceſſary Nature,which 

is to be lov'd and honoured infinitely 

above all, and all others as his Crea- 
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tures, but for his Sake and for his Glory, 
And now let the Reader judg what 
great reaſon our Author has to triuniph 
and inſult over his Antagonilt, as he 
does all along, but more eſpecially p. 
62,53,64. where amongli other things 
he ſays, he cannot but ſuſp&, it is the 
encreaſing or upholding of a Party, &c. 
which has very much the aſcenFnt of 
the Love of Truth. How may the 
Learned Socrates ſhame the ſelf-con- 
ceited Dogmatizers ?* How much rather 
would I be modeſt Socrates.than a Chri- 
[tian who ſo leans to his own or. his Par- 
ty's Underſtanding ? Our Author is a 
little unlucky mn ſo much mentioning 
Socrates, who choſe rather to embyace 
Death than our Author's beloved Hy- 
pothelis of more than one Divine Na- 
ture, though that was the Religion of 
his Country and of the World : but I 
cannot blame him that ſets up for 
more than one ſuch Nature, (which 
appears to be contrary to the cleareſt 
Reaſon, as well as the molt expreſs 
Scripture) for condemning, others for 
leaning upon that Guide, which the 
one God has obliged them to follow, 
their own and not others Underſtand. 
ing, As to his ſuggeſtion of our having 
other Motives,not the-Love of Truth, 
in oppoling him, it is as groundleſs as 
uncharitable. For what delign but 
the Love of Truth is it almoſt pollible 
for a Man to have in defending a Do- 
&rine,the doing of which expoſes him 
to be ruin'd by Penal Laws, and 
which is worſe, m:kes him an Object 
of the Averſion and Deteltation of all 
Secs? But fince our Author has 


given me the occaſion, I ſhall preſume 
0 


to ask him, how he can, not only 
own the Churches Faith, the Atha- 
nalian Creed, but (if he is of the 
Clergy) ſolemnly ſubſcribe to it, and 
devoutly read it with all its damna- 
tory Clauſes, when it afferts but one 
Subſtance, one Uncreate, one Erer- 
nal, &c. and affirms the Holy Spirit 
to proceed from both the Father and 
the Son ? the contrary of all which 
he aſſerts in his Propolitions, and 
makes God the Father to have two 
Sons, both iſſuing from him by way of 
Emanation : and conſequently the Son 
is not (as contrary to all Creeds as 
well as the Scripture) God's only 
Son. 

But I (hall conclude, only adding, 
that as it is contrary to the Genius of 


Religion, and is the way to eternize 
Errors, {9 it betrays a mean and low 
Spirit, to embrace an Opinion tor 
the ſake of a Party though never fo 
venerable. And for my part, as I have 
been taught to call no Man Maſter but 
Chritt, ſo I will own no other Name 
but that of Chriſtian, and not of any 
diliinguiſhing Party or Se& ; and 
therefore will be chargeable with no 
controverted Doctrine further than 
what I expreſly own; and that Ido 
the Unity of the Nature of God, 
which is certainly of all Dodtrines the 
molt fundamental z and which I have 
abundantly ſhown from the Confide- 
ration of his Eſſence, his Actributes, 


his Works, and from the Duty and : 


Worſhip we owe him. 


POSTSCRIPT. 


ND nowlI am at leiſure to be- 
ſtow a word or two upon my 

pert Adverſary the Enquirer, who in 
an Advertiſement to his YView of the 
Conſiderations, charges me prelently 
with 4 double deplorable Impotency ; 
and that for no other reaſon, bur fay- 
ing the Enquiry being fo fully exa- 
mined by an abler Hand, I ſhall only 
obſerve, &c. but inltead ot anſwer- 
ing and (hewing the weaknels of thote 
few Obfervacions I added, he only 
vents his ſpleen in {tud.ed Raillery, 
and contemptuous Exprethions, But 
it's uſual tor Men highly conceicted, 
when theic weakneſſes are expos d, 


to grow angry, AndI find the calm 
and ſober Enquirer not exempt trom 
the ſame Intirmity. He ſays, I rave 
im my Dream in ſuppoſing he makes 
Parts in God, or three inadequate 
Gods. And tor reply ſays, 1 appeal 
to that little Senſe be has l:ft bimſelf, 
whether Power alone be God excluſtve- 
ly of Wiſdom and Goodneſs ? Then, 
adds he, 1s an madequate or a net= 


compleat Notion of God, and then by 


his profound reaſoning not eternal. Eut* 


15 not this difowning and owning, 
three inadcquate Guds ? For wheie i; 
the Difference between three inade- 
quate Gods, and thxee c«ch of which is 

Go1, 
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God, and yet none of them is God 
in a compleat and adequate Senſe ? 
And if the Father alone be no more 
God, than Power alone exclulive of 
Wiſdom and Goodnels, he mult cer- 
tainly be God in a very inadequate 
Senſe: for neither Power, exclulive nor 
incluſive of Wiſdom and Goodnels,is 
God, but all three Properties of the 
Father, who could not be ſaid to be eter- 
nal, except he had not only Power but 
all the Divine Attributes. I wonder 
with what aſſurance he can deny, that 
his Hypotheſis makes three inadequate 
Goas 3 tince he ſays, pag. 47. When 
you predicate the Name of Godof any 
one of them | the Perſons |, you herem 
expreſs a true but inadequate conception 
of God ? Now if you predicate the 
Name of God of every one of them 
ſingly, and then add them together in 
one Number, I appeal to the En- 
quirer's great Senſe, how far ſhort 
that comes of three inadequate Goas 
And he further adds inthe tame Place, 
As the Body u the Man not excluding 
the Soul, and the Soul the Man not 
excluding the Body, ſo each is God not 
excluding the others, which at belt is 
but making each to be God but in 
part, as the Body or the Soul is but 
Man in part 3 though with this dit- 
ference, that each of the:three Perſons 
15 but the third of God, when the Bo- 
dy or the Soul is the Moiety of the 
Man. For each of theſe conceived by 
zt ſelf, are (as he words it, pag. Fl.) 
individual Eſſences; but conceived to- 
gether, they are the entire individual 
Eſſence of God, Which I aver is de- 
{iroying the Godhead of each, fince 


each can be no more God, than the 
Third of an Effence can be the entire 
Eſſence it ſelf, And whether this is 
not making parts and compolition in 
God, | reter the Reader to what 1 
have ſaid, pag. 12. And this notion 
was by the Auttents counted a kind of 
Sabellianiſm, vid, Petav. Adden. ad 
Tom, 2. de Trin. pag.866, and it was 
by ſome of the Fathers called Atheiſm, 
Id. L. 1. deIr. C.6. F. 3. as ob- 
ſerv'd by an Anſwer to the Animad- 
verſions on the Dean of P, &c. pag. 
164. And it is, by the acknowledg- 
ment of his own Party, Blaſphemy a- 
gaintt God the Father, whom they a! 
own to be God in the moſt perfect 
Senſe 3 and who, it he were not ſo, 
the addition of the other two would 
not make one God in the molt perfect 
Senſe 3 becauſe he could not commu- 
nicate to his Son and his Holy Spirit, 
thoſe Perfections he had not in him- 
ſelf. But to do him Jultice,he ſeems, 
pag. 48, to be aſham'd of this Noti- 
on, and ſays, That the Father is the 
only true God, but withal adds, 
THAT neuther excludes the Son nor 
Spirit from bemg the true God, [Not 
to take notice of the Contradiction, 
that che Father is the only true God, 
and yet others are the true God as well 
as he. | This is directly to deltroy his 
Hypothelis, and is afferting whar, 
pag. 6, of his Enquiry, he ſays, no 
Man that con(iders with ever 0 little 
Intention and Sincerity will offer at, 
nan.ely, That they are three and one 
in the ſame reſpe&t : tor it the Father 
be the one only true God,and all three 
but the fame one only true God, the 
three 
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three and the one are the {ane in all 
reſpects whateverz and there can be 
no more difference between them than 
between the (cl{-ſameGod and himſelf, 
So that if each fingle Perlon be God 
but in an inadequate Senſe,the Trinity 
mult be {o too, becauſe that is no more 
than what each Perſon is,the true God. 
And, p. 78. of the View, he is torc?d 
to own that the Father is God in the 
moſt adequate and perfect Senie of 
the Word, and conicquentl]y all three 
can be no more, Thus the three and 
the one are the ſame in the fame re- 
ſpe&t: and if there is more in the 
three in any reſpe& whatever, than in 
the Father, it muſt either be a Per- 
fection or an ImperteQion ; it a Per- 
fetion, the Father is not God in the 
molt perfect ſenſe of the Word ;, it 
an Imperfe&ion, then the Father is 
God in a more perfe& Senſe than. all 
three together. But I will ſay no 
more on this Point, tince I have in my 
Letter fully proved that neither Son 
nor Holy Spirit can be the ſame God 
with the Father, and conſequently it 
there is but one God, the Father is 
that one God exclulively both of Son 
and Spirit. 

I cannot but remark, that this calm 
Enquirer has no fixt or certain Faith 
of what the three are, which he lays, 
are in the Godhead, Sometimes he 
is no more a Trinitarian than thoſe 
he writes againlt, ſuppoling the three 
in the Godhead are Wiſdom, Power 
and Goodneſs : ſometimes he?s a Mo- 
daliit, as, page 48. where he lays, 
Father, $2n and Holy Ghoſt are each 
the true God, becauſe. each of them 


communicates in the Godhead, which 
is the Cant of the Modaliſts; and is 
as much as to ſay, the Father, Son and 
H. Ghott communicate in the God- 
head,or in Father,Son and Holy Ghof?, 
Sometimes he talks like a Realili, in * 
ſuppoting it potlible, though not cer- 
tain, that the three ate three individu- 
al Efſences 3 and this latt feeins to be 
his more ſettled Opinion, becauſe he 
talks fo mach of the mutiral Compla- 
cency and delicious Siciety that is be- 
eween them: Which is to make God 
a collective Name of {everal intelligent 
Beings converting together, Which 
Notion as to one part of it well a- 
grees with that of the old Pagans ; 
who as well as our Author could noc 
think a Divine Being abſolutely hap- 
py in it (elf; or (to ufe his expref- 
lions) had no. guſt ful Idea of a bap- 
State in meer eternal $1litude,there- 
fore did ſuppoſe a delicious Society. of 
Gods, folacing, one another with ever- 
laſting Harmony, and mutual Com- 
Placency into hig beſt Delectation : but 
as to the other, they could never ſup- 
pole this delicious Society, each of 
which was one God, to be till but 
one and the ſame God. 
He ſays, © His (meaning me) con» 
** tidently taking it for granted on alt - 
*© Hands, that all Infintes are equal, 
* (hewshis little compaſs of Thought, 
& and how unacquainted he' is with 
& the Difticulties of a Controverſy, 
© wherein yet he wilt be ſoover- 
** meddleſom, Qu panca reſpicnt Ec: 
* But who ſo buld as —? 1 challenge 
him to produce any one that ever 
{uppos'd ſomewhat more than rfi- 
E nite,. 


-nite, which muſt be, if Infinites are 
unequal: and it one Infinite be les 
than another, the leis would ceaſe to 
be Intinite, by having a bound or end 
put to it, And there would be no 
Difficulty (which he there hints at) 
in ſuppoting unequal parcels of Mat- 
ter to be divided each into infinite 
Parts, if they could be divided into 
unequal Parts. But I would willing- 
ly know, whether it isa Finite or an 
Infinite Inequality that is between In- 
finites. ButI have ſpoken ſufficiently 
of this Matter already, and fo I have 
of neceſſary Emanations. 

He ſays of me, He did not need 
when he writ, to have abandon d all 
Logick and common Senſe, that wonld 
have told him, Relata ſunt ſimul na- 
tura. But why that Reficction on 
me, except it be that, F. 55. (which 
is the only Place he can mean) 1 ex- 
-preſly ſay, Relatives cannot exilt but 
at the ſame time ? If I had afferted a 
Firſt in Nature in contradiction to 
Time, I ſhould have had as little Ho- 
nelty as he ſuppoſes I have Senſe, in 
mating uſe of a diſtinction of which 
I had no Idea; nor can they who uſe 
it, explain to others what they mean 
by ir. And now having taken no- 
tice of all his Flurts and Miſrepreſen- 
cations, | take leave of him as civilly 
as he of me. Good Night Mr, En- 
quirer, 

But now having (as I ſuppoſe) 
ſufficiently maintain'd my Reflectt- 
ons, I ſhall addreſs my felt to tne 
Reader, and mind him, that not only 
the Real and Nominal Trinitarians dit- 
ſcr one from another, but the Real a- 
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mong themſelves, as theſe two Au- 
thors I have been conſidering, and 
the Nominal among thernſelves; and 
every one is diflatistied with all other 
Explications beſides his own, as con- 
tradictory, abſurd, or unintelligible, 
and incontiſtent with either the Unity 
or the Trinity : and they attack -one 
another with Arguments borrow?d 
from their common Adverſary the 
Unitarian, which every one counts 
valid againlt the reſt. Whence 1 can- 
not but reni.rk, how wonderful the 
Power of Prejudice and Education is, 
whereby it comes to pals, that though 
they cannot reconcile their Father- 
God, and Son-God, and Holy-Ghoſt- 
God, with the Unity of God and 
though both Scripture and Reaſon do 
moli expreſly and clearly aſſert, that 
there is but one only God the Father 
of allz yet they cannot quit their in- 
veterable Doctrine. And though the 
Nominals plainly perceive the Realiſis 
guilty of Polytheiſm, yet they join 
with them in the ſame Form of Wor- 
(hip, wherein they adore equally with 
them three Divine Perſons under di- 
ſtinct and different Characters, each 
by himſelt as one entire perfe& God. 
And though the Ignoramus-Trinita- 
Tlans cannot fatisty themſelves with 
any explication, yet they think them- 
(elves {ti}l oblig'd to profeſs in words 
a Doctcine they cannot in their own 
Minds make conſiſtent with it elf, 
But TI {hall ask theſe Gentlemen, whe- 
ther God requires -1mpothbilities of 
them, or whether it is poſlible for 
them to believe what they cannot ap- 
prehend but incontifient with, and 

| CON» 


contradiQory to it ſelf ; or whether the 

Chriſtian Religion, which all grant 15 
plain and eaſy in its Fundamentals, as 
{uted to the timplicity of the bulk of 
Mankind, can chiefly be built upon a 
Dodtrine ſo unintelligible, that the 
moit Learned Men of that Perlwali- 
on for above Thirteen hundred Years, 
have ja vain laboured to make 1t in- 
relligible and confiftent with it ſelf; 
and ſober Men cſtcem it as vain an 
attempt as ſquaring the Circle, or 
tinding out the Philoſophers-ltone, 
&Fc? 

But ſince my preſent Buſineſs has 
been with the real Trinitarians, I 
ſhall conclude with an Argument of 
Athenagoras a molt Learned Writer of 
the ſecond Century,in his Apology for 
the Chriſtians to Marcus Antoninus, 
Which being urged againft a Plura- 
lity of Gods, is as ttrong againſt a 
plurality of Divine Natures, Eſfences, 
e&c. And it ſeems to be but an ab- 
{tract of what I have more at large 
ſaid againſt my Adverfaries z which I 
quote not for his Authority, but for 
the Reaſon of it. Tranſlated into 
Engliſh it runs thus : 

& Pray conlider (faith he) the Rea- 
« ſons why we afhrm, that from E- 
& ternity there was but one God the 
© Creator of the Univerſe. If from 
Eternity there have been two or 
more Gods, either they are united 
in one and the ſame Eflence, or 
6 each of them has a diſtin& Effence 
to himſelf. But for them to ex- 
iſt in one and the ſame Eflence, is 
impoſlivle z for though they ſhould 
« be one in their denomiuation of 


35 


(35) 


& Gods, yet as begotten and unbe- 
e© gotten they mult be different : ſce- 
& ing what- is begotten reſembles ics 
« Parent, whereas the unbegotten is 
& like nothing, being neither made 
of, nor for any thing. But it ir 
ſhould be ſaid that many Gods are 
one, as the Hand, Foot, and Eye 
are but Parts of the fame Body, 
« Socrates will tell you, that what is 
« compounded of and divilible into 
Parts, is both made and corrupti- 
ble: But God is uncreated, im- 
paſſible, and undivitible, there- 
fore not conliſting of Parts. But 
if every one hasa diſtint Exiſtence, 
where (hall the other or the reſt be, 
whilſt he that made this World 
ſurrounds and governs the Crea- 
tures which he form?d ? If the Ar- 
chite@ of this Earth (which is of 
a Spherical Figure, inclos?d with- 
& in the Celeſiial Orbs) be over his 
Works, and rule them by his Pro- 
vidence 3 what Place (hall we aſſign 
to another God ? Not in this World, 
for it belongs to another ; nor over 
the World, for he that made it, is 
above it : And if he be not in the 
World nor over the World, where 
can he be above the World or 
God? Is it in another World ? If 
ſo, then he is nothing, to us that 
governs not our World; nor can 
his Power be great, being contin'd 
toa certain Place, If therefore he 
15 neither in nor over this World, 
nor any other, (for there is no 
other, ſeeing, all Parts of the 
Univerſe make but one World, 
whereof the entire extent is filPd 
« by 
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« by its Maker) therefore he is no 
& where, for there is no Place for 
« him. But ſuppoſing him ſome- 
«© where, pray to what purpole ? 
« plainly to none at all, &c. It will 
« be ſaid, perhaps to provide for us z 
© but certainly he cannot provide for 
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thoſe he has not made. It follows 
therefore that if he created no- 
thing, nor provides, nor can be 
confind to a Place; there is no 0- 
ther God at all, but one from Eter- 
nity, the only Creator of the Uni- 
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AREPLY to the SEconD Derexce of 
the X XVIII Propoſitions, ſaid to be wrote 


in Anſwer to a "ANIM Ma {cript. 


S I R, 

NOW find by Notice {2 the 
Gazette, that your Learn and 
Worthy Friend, whois Mare 
you concealed from n-, is tic 
Lord Biſhop of Glocefter, Heb 5 pu he 
liſhed an Anſwer (wic'1 he cat's, 4 
Second Defence of hu Pr aps, tions) 1G 
a private Manuſcript, whicu - calls 
Socinian, Witch MS. to excule its 
not publiſhing it, he tells his Reader 
he had returned to you, and had it not 
by him, nor a Copy ot it. He ſaith he 
colle&ted the Subliance of it : I be- 
lieve what he thought the Subſtance z 
but how ſhall the Reader judg of that ? 
fince as a great Malter tells us, The 
Context, the Stile, and the Phraſeo- 
logy of an Author mult be well con- 
ſidered by one that means to under- 
ſtand him perfectly. But it ſeems he 
was not willing to loſe an Opportu- 
nity to expoſe a Heretick, tho' he 
{train'd Civility in ſo doing. In the 
mean time, my MS, gave occaſion to 
encreaſe the Number of his explana- 
tory Propoſitions. But after this far- 
ther Explanation of his Explanation, 
he is as obſcure as ever, tho? that (to 


&21 tngennonſly) is rather his Mil- 
Iortane than his Fault ; for there are 
rms tings whickwwill never be ex- 
plain d wh e the World ſtands : fuch 
as neceffary and eternal Emanation, 
ow ine Fecundity, the Difference be- 
ween Order of Time and Order of 

pom ag 
One thing, before I begin my Re- 
ply, let me acquaint you with : I am 
adviſcd to paſs by whatever does not 
concern the Caule, to bear the Impu- 
tation of affected Poedantry, Igno- 
rance and Arrogance. Contemptuous 
Charges enough to exerciſe the Pa- 
tence of a well-compos'd Man, and 
urge one of my Make to take out Let- 
ters of Repriſal ; at leaſt by way of 
Sclt-detence, to fay ſomething like that 
ot I ully, Nen video in hac mea medic- 
critate inzenii quid aeſpicere poſſit An- 
tontss, Vt | will ſubmit my Reſent- 
ment to may Adviſer, as obedient Sons 
are wont their Faith to their Mother ; 
and that not only for the Reaſon aim'd 
at by my Friend, but alfo out of Re- 
ſpe& to my Adverſary; (and therein | 
thall pleaſe you) whom I believe to 
A 2 be 
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be as you charaQer him, one of the 
moſ deſerving of his Order. But yet 
I beg leave to tell you, that I do not 
hold my ſelf oblig'd by this Promiſe, 
to forbear expoling the Weakneſs of 
an unconcluding Argument, or fet- 
ting two contrary Sayings to ſtare one 
another in the face : but from all Re- 
vilings, from fooliſh Words, deſigned 
to leflen his Lordſhip's juſt Eſteem, 1 
ſhall religiouſly forbear. If I ſprinkle 
Salt, it ſhall not grieve his Perſon. 

P. 1, of the Defence, &c. } where- 
as I had affirmed that the Trinitarians 
had in vain tried their Strength againſt 
the Unitarians 3 his Lordſhip anſwers, 
There's no doubt of it, if their Adver- 
ſaries may be Juages. I now affirm it, 
if the Trinitatians themſelves be Jud- 
ges ; for the Medaliſts will not allow 
the Hypotheſis of the Realiſts, and the 
Realiſts deſpiſe theirs : and then again, 
the [gnoramus, or Myſtery-trinitarians, 
eſteem the Mcthods taken by both 
theſe Parties, not only vain and fruit- 
leſs, as to the refuting the Unitarians z 
but alſo dangerous, and likely to over- 
throw their own great Article; while 
both theſe Parties join, and with full 
conſent condemn the Ignoramw-trini- 
tarians, who preſs the Belief of a Tri- 
nity in the Godhead, but cannot fay 
what is meant by it. What the modern 
Unitarians have taught in their late 
Tracts concerning this controverted 
Article, ſome or other of their Adver- 
faries teach as well as they. For exam- 
ple, the Unitarians have taught, that 
if by Perſons are meant Relations, Ca- 
Facities, or Reſpets of God to his 
Careatutes, then there may be more 


Perſons than 3 in the Godhead ; be- 
caule God hath the Capacities, Re- 
{pects or Relations of a Fxdz, of an 
Oeconomw.,, or Provider, &c, They 
have taught, that a Mode or a Poſture 
cannot bea Perfon ; that a Mode can- 
not be in God, becauſe Modes are 
changeable, and God is not. They 
look upon it as an inconceivable Ex- 
travagancy, to fancy that God in one 
Mode or Poſture, begat himſelf in ano- 
ther 3 and breath'd forth his Self, by 
the help of his begotten Self, in a pro- 
ceeding third-Sclt: And as to all theſe 
things, Dean Sh—k, Mr. H--w, and 
the Bp. of Gl, have the ſame Senſe as 
the Ulnitarians. The Unitarians have 
taught, that there are not 3 Perſons in 
the proper Senſe of that word, not 3 
diſtinct Efſences, Natures, Spirits, 
Minds, or intelligent Beings, in the 
Unity of the Godhead 3 but that it's 
down-right Tritheiſm to fay it, and e- 
qually idolatrous with the Polytheiſm 
of the Heathens. Dr. S--th teaches ſo 
likewiſe ; Dr. Walls is of the ſame O- 
pinion 3 and the famous Bps. of Wor. 
ceſter and Sarum, who will not de» 
clare plainly their own Scnſe, both de- 
clare againſt this. The Unitarians have 
taught, that that Article, which is pro» 
pos'd 10 be believ'd as neceſſary to 
Salvation, 1s capable of being explat- 
ned ; and that it's very unjuſt, not to 
ſay ridiculous, to require Men to be- 
lieve words, whereof no certain Sig- 
nification can be given: Now it Dean 
Sherlock, with all the Realiſis, and his 
Friend Dr. South, with all the Moda- 
liſts, were not of the Mind of the Uni- 
tarians in this Point z would they, 

= think. 
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think you, take ſuch Pains to explain 
the Article, each after his own patti- 
cular Manner? Whatſoever ſingle At- 
firmation you arraign the Unitarians 
upon, upon the ſame you arraign a 
Majority of Trinitarians, For I think I 
may reckon, that no one of the three 
chief Diviſions, is equal to the other 
two. In ſhort, the Majority of. the 
Church muſt be guilty of Hereſy with 
the Unitarians, or the Unitarians multi 
be Orthodox with them. Thus, I 
think, 1 have juſtified that Cenſure, 
The Trinitarians have in vain tried 
their Strength againſt their Adver ſa- 
ries; and that not thoſe Adverſaries, 
but even the Trinitarians themſelves 
being Judges. ; 

His Lordſhip ſeems angry that 1 
ſhould be amaz?d at his diſtinguiſhing 
between Intellzzible and Comprebenſs- 
ble : Buc that I have ſince conlider'd 
the Neceſlities which a good Man 
may be pat to, in the Defence of a bad 
Cauſe, I ſhould be more amaz*d at 
his Lordſhip's Defence of that idle 
Diſtin&tion, I have many things to 
fay in anſwer, but becauſe I hear you 
are not pleas'd with this fruitleſs Con- 
tention, I will wave it ;. and only tell 
you, that ſince his Lordſhip ſent me 
to the Dictionary to learn that com. 
prehendere ſignifies ſomething that 3n- 
teligere doth not, I put that Labour 
on one of my Children, and 11 take 
his word, that the metaphorical Sig- 
nification of comprehendo, 1s juſt the 
ſame with intelligo. 

P. 6.1. 9. his Lordſhip has an ob- 
{cure Period 3 in which, if there be 
any Meaning, it muſt be this, That 


he holas it poſivle to underſtand the 
Aanner how {1 hree are One, elſe he 
would not have offer 'd at an Explica- 
tzon of the Dotlr ine of the Trinity 4- 
greeable to natural Reaſon, And what 
Account has he given of the Manner ? 
why, in pr. 15. of 21, but 22, of 28. 
he declares, that there #8 an UNCON- 
CEIV ABLY cloſe, and inſeparable 
Unon in Will and Nature between 
them, [the 3 numerically diltin& Per- 
ſons. ] And is this all he knows of 
the Manner how they are one ? 5. e, 
after ſuch a Manner as cannot be 
known nor told ? Well ! thoſe So- 
phiſts (in rebuke of whom Socrates 
profeſſed, all that he knew was, that 
he knew nothing) were not fo un- 
reaſonable as to make the Inconceiva- 
bleneſs of the Mſanzer, wherein a Do- 
Ctrine might be true, a Proof that they 
knew the Manner in which ic was true. 

I faid, that Three are One is not 
true ina Senſe diſagreeable to Reaſon : 
The Explication which he gives how 
3 are 1, is diſagreeable to Reaſon, and 
therefore not intelligible, not compre- 
henlible,not true. The latter part he an- 
ſwers with his uſual Diſtin&tion, Tho 
intelligible, yet not therefore compre- 
henſible : But I pray him to tell me, 
why a Prop. not diſagreeble to Rea- 
ſon, ſhould not be capable of being 
compleatly underſtood, when it is com- 


 pleatly revealed, 


[ ſaid, 2, He that underſtands the 
Truth of a Prop. underſtands the Man- 
wer in which it # true, &c, ] now ap- 
ply it thus : He that underſtands the 
Truth of this Prop. There are tbree 
Perſons in one Ged, underſiands the 

Man- 
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Manner how that can be, or the Senſe 
in which it is true 3 and if he does not 
underſtand the Manner or Senſe, then, 
let him pretend what he will, he does 
not underfiand the Truth of the Prop. 
and if not underſtanding the Manner 
or Senſe how the Prop. is true, he pro- 
feſſes to believe it 3 then it's nianitelt 
he takes it on Authority, believes it in 
deierence tO others, 

Prop. 2. That Being which wants 
any one Perfeftion, cannot be abſolutely 
or infinitely perfett, Upon thisI ob- 
{crved this Conſequence, That Chriſt 
ws God only in a metaphorical Senſe. 
Nor {hall he ever be able to avoid the 
Conſequence 3 for the {trict Scnle of a 
Word or Phraſe is the proper Senſe of 
it ; and every Senſe beiides the firict 
and proper, is metaphorical, 

Prop. 4. God the Father alone 
[ ſtrictly ſpeaking ] is A Beano ablh. 
lutely perfett, becauſe he tore ts 1-7 
exiſtent 3 and all other \cings, et 
the Son and H. Ghoſt, are from nm 
He f{eems to allow wy tormer Cen- 
ſure : 1 now obſerve, That his Hypo- 
thelis is unluckily built on vain Di- 
{tinctions. Indeed he could tell me, 
that Intelligihle and Comprehenſible 
was an 01d DittinRtion, and very com- 
mon 3 but now he brings forth one, 
wich 1s wholly new, which no Man 
ever 15d before him. Itis this: AB- 
SOLUTELY PERFECT #n the 
frifteſt Senſe, and ABSOLUTELY 
PERFECT with reference to the Na- 
rare of a Being. Ot which (to be as 
free with him as he with me) I can 
make no better Senſe than this3 That 
a Bring which hat! all the Perfections 


of its Nature, may in ſome ſott be faid 
to have all PerfeCtions without Re- 
ſtriction, all whatſoever. That a Ma- 
gilirate may be faid to exerciſe all 
Power without Limitation, when he 
excICiles allthat was delegated to him. 
it if one Being can be more ab{o- 
lute! perfect than another, I would 
fait now why one cannot be more 
omn'/cient, more Gmniputent than 
anotiicr more infinite, more tore 
nal, beit; 2 parte poſt, ani a parte arte. 
It a Min would fiudy to reſtrain a 
word of {ome Latitude, he cou'd not 
do it more effectually than his 1.-1d- 
ſhip has reftraln?d the Predicate per» 
fett, by the Acjunct abſolur:!y, Sup- 
poling the word Perfe& may 2 taken 
in a fiiter. and a 16 Sent, yet 
the Phraſe abſelatcly P:7j4. , cannot 
poſſibly adiniis of airy other Senſe--Ha- 
Ving al! Perteciions, Every Man un- 
deritznds this Term abſolutely fo as to 
:11ply, that nothing more chan what 
theichy 1s, Can be predicated of the 
S.\bje<t, But if this Diſtintion muſt 
paſs in this Controverſy againſt the 
common Senſe of Mankind ; then let 
the equivocating Jeſuits, who were 
formerly content with very childiſh 
Salvo*s, to take oft the Infamy of a 
Lie, learn the way of diſtinguiſhing, 
worth a Volume of their old mental 
Reſervations, when the Treaſon they 
ſolemnly difavow, is unluckily dit- 
covered, 

Prop, 9. A Being which bath all 
the Divine Perfeltions that are capa- 
ble of being communicated, may be pro- 
perly ſaid to be eſſentially GOD upon 
the account of thoſe Perfeitions, or to 


be 
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be indued with the Divine Nature. 
It ſeerns I was ſo rude as to call this 4 
groſs Prop. contrary to Senſe and Rea- 
ſon, and to all that the Propoler had 
rationally advanc'd before 3 nay,l was 
ſo perverſe as to prove it by Induction 
of Particulars. I refer to my Animad- 
verſions, His Lordſhip here complains, 
I. That / us'd too many words : but 
the Nature of the Argument required 
them. 2. He tells me, he had no ſuch 
Expreſſion as, DERIVES it ſelf from 
God : But he has a bad Memory 3 tor 
in his 3d Prop. he ſays, 'T'is an Abate- 
ment of a boundleſs Perfeftion, not to be 
originally in him who hath it, but DE- 
RIV ATIVELT. 3. He affirms that I 
am a little injurious, in repreſenting 
him ſaying, that rhe Son and H.Ghoſt 
have only SOME Perfeitions , where- 
as I ought to bave repreſented him as 
ſaying, that they have all that are ca- 
pable of being communicated, But Il] 
jaltify it, that I ought to have repre- 
ſented him as I have done ; for ?is 
my Buſineſs to expoſe, not to cover 
the Weakneſs of his Arguments, and 
I have not miſrepreſented him z for 
if the Son and H. Spirit have not abſo- 
lately all Perfc&tions, then they have 
but ſome But how comes it to paſs 
that they have no more than they 
have? That's nothing to my Purpoſe, 
let him look to that, Incapacity to be 
greater, cannot ſurely make a rational 
Being as great as the greatelt. I come 
next to conſider how his Lord(hip has 
anſwered 4 Queſtions which I put. 
I. Does the Divine Nature com- 
prebend all Perfeftions, or can it want 


ene or two of the chiefeſt, and be (till 
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the ſame Divine Nature? To this, 
thus he 3 Self-exiſtence is a Perfettion 
relating immediately to the Fathers 
Exiſtence, not to his Nature or 
Eſſence. | reply, that this is not an- 
{wering the Queliion. but a very ſorry 
ſnutHling it off; for ke the Perfection 
of Selt-exilience belong to what he 
pleaſes, yet I hope it is a Perlecti-1 ; 
and it the Divine Nature compretiends 
all Perfections, that Natmre which 
dors not comprehend a!l, mutt ner be 
the Divine Nature. 2. 1i Self-exittence 
(as he teaches) relates immediately to 
the Father's Exiltence, and (as he 
{cems to mean) be but as god as no 
Perfection ; yet to be hirfi Or:ginal of 
all things, and Independent, mult re- 
late to his Natuie, or none of all the 
reſt relate to his Nature, The Nature 
of a Being is thar by which he 1s that 
mhich he ts : andit youabliract trom 
the Divine Nature, Independence, 
and being the firſt Original of all 
things, you do not conceive God to 
be that which he is. 3. Even the Man- 
ner of God?s Exiſtence (as his Lord- 
ſhip once phras'd it) belongs to bis 
Efſence3 nay, it is the very funda- 
mental Notion of a God. Whatever 
Excellencies you aſcribe to a rational 
Being without felt-exiftence, you 
raiſe him not above the Character of a 
molt excellent Creature 3 nay more, 
you cannot aſcribe inhnite Perfe&tions 
to any but the Sclf-exiftent God : For 
his Lordſhip grants, that the Perfecti- 
ons of all other Creatures are in thern 
but derivatively, and by being fo, re- 
ceive Abatement. But it he can make 
theſe two things confilt, I will give 

him 
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him this Gift, he ſhall never be able to 
contradict himſelt while he breathes. 
4. Tho? he will not allow Selt-exi- 


ttence to belong to the Eſſence of 


Cod ; yet he ſays, that it ſpeaks a 
more excellent Manner of Exiſtence, 
peculiar to the Father, I argue then, 
It the Father does exiſt after a more 
excellent Manner than the Son then 
he is a more excellent Perſon than the 
Son, and has a more excellent Nature; 
even as created Adam (it is his Lord- 
ſhip's Simily) is more excellent than 
any of the Sons of Men. And it the 
more excellent Nature of the Father 
be not another ſort of Nature than the 
leſs excellent Nature of the Son, who 
can help ir? But then I'll tell him, that 
One abſolutely perfect God with all 
PerfeQtions; all and every, Self-exi- 
ſtence, Being the firſt Original, and 
Independence not excluded 3 and his 
2 Gods not abſolutely perfect, but as 
perfect as 2 Gods can be, that are not 
abſolutely perfect ; is a Dream, which 
would make ſport for any Man, that 
has not more Reverence for his Ver- 
tue than his Reaſoning. *- 

But his Lordſhip is poſitive that the 
Nature of the Son may be a neceſſary 
Nature, and uncreated, for all that I 
can object, or he has faid : Well! I 
will try that ; I obje& that the Na- 
ture of the Son is not ſaid to be xe- 
ceſſary or rncreated in Scripture, He 
offers no Reaſons why it ſhould be 
thought ſo; I will produce ſome why 
it ſhould not. 1, Becauſe there can 
be but one numerically neceſſary Exi- 
ſtent : Dr. Cudworth, tho' a Trinita- 
rian, cculd not but own this, p. 200. 


The trae and proper Idea of God, u a 
Being abſolutely perfeftt : abſolute 
PerfeGion includes in it all that be- 
longs to the Deity, and is that alone 
to which neceſſary Exiſtence is eſſen- 
tial, and of which it is demonſtrable. 
The Nature of the Son cannot be un- 
created, becauſe there can be but One 
numerical uncreated Nature. Indeed 
the Athanaſian Creed pronounceth, 
The Father uncreate, the Son uncreate, 
the H. Ghoſt uncreate : but the Com- 
piler did not believe it ; for he deter- 
mines, not Three uncreate,but One un- 
create. His Lordſhip hints ſometimes, 
that the Nature of the Father, Son, 
and H, Ghoſt is ſpecifically the ſame 3 
ſometimes that it is cloſely, inſepara- 
bly, unconceivably the ſame : but he 
conſtantly teaches, that their Natures 
are numerically diſtinct : and now if 
every one of thern is uncreate, it un- 
deniably follows, that there are 3 nu- 
merical, diſtin&, uncreated Natures : 
But this methinks he ſhould ſcarcely 
venture to aſſert,if it be but out of Re- 
verence to the Athanaſian Creed, how 
much ſoever he may be tempted to 
treſpaſs upon evident Principles of 
Reaſon. 2. Neither the Son, nor the 
H. Ghoſt, is a neceſſary Nature ; be- 
cauſe a neceſſary Nature mult be alſo 
ſelf-exiſtent, and independent. That 
Being which exiſts neceſſarily, could 
exiſt from no other : but the Son 
exiſts from the Father, therefore does 
not exiſt neceſſarily. He will ſay, The 
Son exiſts from the Father by eternal 
neceſſary Emanation ; what that is, I 
ſhall preſently enquire : I argue on, 
If a Being could exiſt neceſſarily, then 

it 
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it would not depend on God for its 
Exiltencez but the Son (according 
to his Lordſhip) does depend on the 
Father for his Exiſtence, there fore he 
does not exilt neceſſarily, It the Na- 
ture of the Son were neceflary, as is 
the Nature of the Father, no reaſon 
could' be afiigned why the Father 
ſhould not as much depend on the 
Son, as the Son on the Father. In 
ſhort, two neceſſary Natures there 
cannot be: but if there were, they 
would both be independent, 

To my 24d Queltion, he bids you, 
Sir, read again what he faid to the 
former 3 1 have done fo, and find I 
have not cenſur'd theſe words: God 
the Father's Exiſtence being without a 
Cauſe, doth not make him to have ano- 
ther fort of Nature, from the Son and 
#7, Ghoſt. ] Here it is implied, that 
the Nature of the Son, and of the H, 


+ Ghoſt, hada Cauſe 3 whereas the N2- 


ture of God had none ; Will not this 
paſs for a ſufficient CharaGter, to di- 
ſtinguiſh them as different Natures ? 
I'm ſure, no two different Natures 
which he can name, do differ halt ſo 
much as a Nature that had a Cauſe, 
and a Nature that had not. And then 
again, To have a Cauſe, and to ve 
uncreated : if that be not a Contra- 
diction, I am fatisfed he may talk 
backward and forward ſecurely, 

My 3d Queſtion, Car 4 Being that 
depends on God, *be properly ſaid to be 
eſentialy that God on whom it de- 
pends ? He anſwers, Such a Being can 
be properly ſaid to be eſſentially that 
God in one Senſe, but cannot in ano- 
ther ; i. &. Can have an Eſſence of the 


ſame kind, tho" not the ſame numer:- 
cal One, But by his favour, an Et- 
{ence of the ſaine kind, can at mot! 
but make a Bring to be a Ged, not 
make him to be that God on whom 
himſelt depends, If a Bring can be 
that God which depends on another , 
and that very God alſo, on whom 
himſelf depends, then ſuch Being may 
at once beTwo Gods 3 and lo the Se- 
cond Perſon in the Trinity is the Fa- 
ther that caus'd the Son to be, and'tiie 
Son that was caus'd by the Father. 
Thus by his Lordſhip's Anſwer to my 
34 Queſtion, it appears he holds the 
Thrce Perſons to be One God, as ha- 
ving an Effence of the ſame kind; but 
to be Three numerical Gods, And to 
make his Polytheiſm look as heathe- 
niſhly as poſſible, he faith, p. 19. that 
the individual Nature of the Father, 
not a Divine Nature more truly 
than that of the Two other Perſons. 
And then Self-exiſtence, Being the 
hrſt Original, and Independence, {ig- 
nify much. 

His Lord{hip makes the ſame An- 
{wer to my 4th Prop. as he did to my 
2d; 3,e, he has anſwered it already. 
What can be more extravagant than 
this Fancy, on which the Weight of 
muic Hypotheſes than one depends ; 
viz. that Angels exilt by voluntar 
Creation, but the Son and H. Ghott 
by neceſſary Emanation ? It's com- 
mon with the Trinitarizns, to uſe 
thele Tern:s, Generation, Emanation, 
Pr.:eſſion + it's, common alto with 
the mol] eminent of them to acknow- 
ledg, that it's a diticalt Thing toun- 
deritand, a dangerous Curiolity to en- 

B QUire, 
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quire, a bold Picfumption to deter- 
mine, wherein thele Terms difter : 
and the Reaſon is, (tho* they are a- 
ſham'd to own ii) becauſe they know 
not what they would have their I crms 
lt2nify. 

In common ſpeaking we know 
what is meant by To generate or be- 
get, To emanate or flow trom, lo 
proceed, To go or come forth : but 
thoſe Terms cannot be applied to the 
Father, Son, and H.Gholt, in that na- 
taral obvious Senſe ; why then ſhould 
they be applicd to them at all, when 
no Man can diſtin&ly ſay what they 
are to lignify ? *Tis granted we have 
not an adequate Conception of. God ; 
there may be ſomething in his Na- 
ture, whereof we have no juſt Idea : 
but that which we cannot unserſtand, 
how can we talk of ? How can we 
form Propoſitions of Things out of 
the reach of our Knowledg ? But by 
this one particular Term EMA AN A- 
FION, his Lordſhip will venture to 
ſay, This is what is meant,. A more 
excellent Way: of Exiftence than by 
Creation ; and to his Term Emana- 
tion, he adds this Epithet Neceſſary : 
ſo then, the more excellent Way of 
Exiſtence than by Creation, is nece(-- 
ary Exiſtence ; and ſo it is: but 
then. the Son does- not neceſſarily 
exiſt, That Being which-could not 
but be, ever was 3. and that Being 
which ever was,.could be from no 0- 
ther. But becauſe his. Lordſhip is 
wont ſarcaſtically to deride my Ar- 
guing, (who -am indeed : an obſcure 
and unlearned little Fellow) tho' for 


ought he knows,, I may equal . the. 


very great Abilities of that DYING 
M ARTTIR (yet 2 Trinitarian to my 
Knowledg) who flarves, to the Re- 
proach of this Nation; to whom the 
envious Jovian allow?d the Praiſe of 
Meaiocrity : Ihall therefore ſeek a lit- 
tle (helter from Authority 3 that his 
Lord{hip may not rexounce hi Senſes, 
if any Man of Senſe be of his Mind. 
The Author 1 am going to quote is 
Dr. Caaworth, a good Man, and very 
near of his Lordſhip's Make too 3 who 
in his Intellefttual Syſtem, contradicts 
his own and his Lordſhip?s Hypothe- 
{ts, as plainly and liberally as heart 
can wilh z p. 210. Self-exiſtence and 
neceſſary Exiſtence, are eſſential to a 
perfect Being, and to nine elſe. But 
his Lordſhip teaches, that the latter, 
and not the former, is eſſential to 2 
perfect Being 3 and that the Son is ab- 
ſolutely perte&t (tho? not in his (trict- 
elt Senſe) without Self-exifience, and 
that the Self-exiſtence which belongs 
to the Father does not belong to his 
Effence : tho* he who can ſeparate 
C—_ from the Father's Ef- 
{cnce, May with as much Reaſon de-- 
ny the Exiſtence of his Effence; for 
the Father is as certainly felf-exiftent, 
as he is exiſtent, 

Cudworth again, p. 726. Nothing 
could exiſt of it ſelf from Eternity, 
naturally and neceſſarily, but that 
which contains neceſſary and. eternal 
Self-exiſtence in its Nature. lam apt 
to believe, this Author put in that 
Phraſe of zt ſelf to ſave an Emanation 
or two : but it will not do it; for he 
conliantly makes Self-exiſtence and 
neceſſary Exiſtence inſeparable Per- 

fections. 


- ww wm TT ws Wy T Y | | WW WW i _z ww Scy2" 


(rr) 


ſe&ions, And p. 749. he ſpeaks full 
and home againſt his own and the 
Bp. of Glouceſer's Tritheilm, in thele 
words: Tho' it be certain that fome- 
thing did exiſt of it ſelf neceſſarily, 
from all Eternity; yet it 1s certain 
likewiſe, that there can be but one ſuch 


thing, Neceſſity of Exiſtence being e/- 


ſential to no more, Now it Neceility 


of Exiſtence be eſſential but to Ore, 
I pray, Sir, what will become of his 
Lord(hip's neceſſary Emanations ? 
Cudw, p. 764. Becauſe ſomething did 
certainly exiſt of it ſelf from Eternity 
unrmade, therefore alſo is there att nal- 
ly a necefſary exiſtent Being, The 
Doctor proves the neceſſary Exiſtence 
of a Being, from its Exiſting of it felt 
from Eternity 3 4. e. from its neceſſary 
Exittence, as I had done before. Let 
the Reader judg if it be not a good 
Argument. 

P. 13. his Lordſhip ſays, A Crea- 
ture communicating its Nature, does 
not forgo its own mdividual Nature, 
[ but neither does he communicate 
his own individual Nature | or any 
part thereof. Here beg his Pardon 3 
tor the Creature does forgo a part, 
a ſeminal part thereof; the bodily 
Subſtance of the Fetus is by the won- 
derful Providence of God, made from 
the bodily Subſtance of the Parents ; 
and as far as the bodily Subſtance of 
Men may be call'd their Nature, they 
walte their Nature, to produce their 
like, How Souls are produced, he 
{ays not, neither I, But hitherto he has 
not offer'd any thing to make me re- 
trat my Aﬀertion ; That we have no 
other Notion of the word Commun:i- 


cate, but to impart or give, and what 
one Perſon doth impart or give, of any 
eſſential and ſingular thing, THAT 
himſelf hath not, but he hath it to 
nh it 1s given, Who queſtions the 
Power of God to generate his Like ? 
He made Man in his own Likeneſs, 
endued him with rational Faculties, 
with noble Excellencies of Mind : 
but the Unitarians do not ſee, how 
God can communicate all his infinite 
PerfeQtions 3 for that is to communi- 
cate himſelf, to beget himſelf, to mul- 
tiply himſelf z which deſerves a har- 
der Name than I can give it. 
Prop. 10, ** There ſeems to be no 
« Contradiction, nor the leaſt Ab. 
* ſurdity in aflerting, that God is a- 
& ble to communicate every one of 
& his Perfe&tions, except thole ot 
& Self-exiſtence, and being the firlt 
© Original of all things. ] Again(t 
this, I did affirm, (and ſee no Caule I 
have to retrat) that for the ſame 
Reaſon, as Selt-exiftence, and being 
the firſt Original of all things, are in- 
communicable ; for the very ſame, 
Infinite Power, Wiſdom, and Good- 
neſs were incommunicable alſo : and 
to make good this Affirmation, "twas 
proper for me to declare why the for- 
mer were incommunicable, that the 
Reader might judg wherein the lat- 
ter were not ſo likewiſe, for the Rea- 
ſon alledg'd. All that his Lordſhip 
has to offer, is, that T attempt to prove 
a felt-evident Principle : but thats 
not {o great a Fault I hope, «s to at- 
terzpt to prove an cvident Contra- 
diction ; ſuch as, That two Perſons 
have all Per feftions neceſſary to eſſer:- 
B 2 tate 
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tyate a perfetl. God, tho they have not 
abſoturth all PerſeRions ; That God 
the Father has more Perf tions than 
are neciſſary to oſſen'iate a _perfeit 
Ged, Thi the Father nho has more, 
and the Son and H. Spirit, who have 
Juſt fo many Perfeilions, as are neceſ- 

fary to effemiate a perfeit God, are 
ſtall all Toree of thera bu t Cnc Ged. 

But ſuppoting I have us'd in re non 
dubia argumentis non neceſſarus, in a 
plain Caſe needlels Arguments 3 yet 
he cannot charge me to have obſcur d 
the ſelf-evident Principle : but I dety 
his Lordſhip, to illuſtrate his Obſcu- 

rities, I proceed in- my Uetence, 

Whereas it's very abſurd and contra- 
dictious to ſuppoſe more than One 
{elf-exiſtent 3 fo it is equally abſurd 
and contradicious to fuppole more 
than One infinitely powertul, wile, 
and good Being. And by equally 1 
mean, as evidently ſo, Nor am I the 
only Man that will {ay this, as I ſhall 
prcve preſently z tho? he pretends to 
be {ure of the contrary, and civilly 
tells me, I cann.t think ſo, let me ſay 
what I will, | make him but this 
temperate Return; I will ſuſpect his 
Underitanding ſooner than his Vera- 
city. I faid farther, that Infinite 
Power, Infinite Wiſdom, Intinite 
Goodneſs go together, and may all 
of them 2s well as either of them, be 
in all Beings whatſoever, as well as 
in more Beings than one, He replies, 
that this as much needs to be prov?d, 
as. that whicin it is brought to prove ;, 
and that my cnly Anſwer. is like to 
he, It mult be taken on the Authority 
of. my Lord of Canterbury. But then. 


by my Lord of Gloxcefter's Favour, F 
am not the only Man that will ſay, 
more than One anfinitely ponerful, is as 
abſurd as more than One ſelf exiſtent. 

And 1i tie Judgrnent of. that Lord of. 
Cant. (which he paſſes with unbe- 
coming Contempt) is of no value, | 
will laugh at the Man who thinks to 
credit his Diſcourſe with the Autho- 
rity of Arhanaſins, or the Nicene Fa- 
thers ; Men moderately $killd per- 
haps in brangling Philoſophy, amus'd 
with myſterious Platoniim, and full 
of themiſclves : whereas the Name of 
TILLOT SON ſhall be ever bleſs'd, 

it ſound Learning and wondrous Mo- 
deliy, true Piety and juſt Moderation 
do not grow out of faſhion and e- 
lteem. To that Paſſage I cited out of 
his Sermcn on x Tm. 2.5. my Lord 
of Glouceſter thinks it enough to an- 
{wer, that he had not the Sermon by. 
him, and I-had not diſtinguiſh'd his 
words, A fair Anſwer! 1 will now 
cite them in a diſtinguiſhing Cha- 


racter. P. 13. Abſolate Perfetiion: 
is the moſt eſſential Notion which 


Mankind hath always had of ( God, and. 
neceſſarily ſuppoſes Unity ;, "tis efſen- 
tial to the Notion of an abſolutely per- 
fed Being, that all Perfettions bat 
ted in him : to imagine ſome Per- 
fettions in. one, and ſome in another, 
[.7.e. in God the Father, which are 
rot in God the Sen] 7 4 Contra» 
aittion to the moſt natural and eaſy 
Notion Men have of a God. i. e, that 
he is a Being, in whom all Perfeitions 
ao meet and are united Now had 
his Grace been a Prophet, he could. 
not inore directly have pointed his 

words. 
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words againſt the Hypotheſis of the 
2$ Propolitions. And it his Grace 
was {0 honelt as to believe the truth 
of what he atirmcd, why may not | 
why have (2td the 14me things 113 0- 
ter words, believe what 1 have faid ? 
That odicus Intmuaticn to the con- 
frary, mult necds reflect hardly upon 
his Lord(hip, rather than on me 3. tor 
I will be his Profelyte, if the major 
Part of the Trinitarians do not believe 
with me, that it is equally abſurd and 
contradictious, to aſſert more than 
One intinitely powerful Being, as to 
aſſert more than One telf-exitient Be- 
ing : Nay, amongſt the Trinitarians, 
there is one, a late eminent and wor- 
thy Writer z who in his [ntellefFual 
Syſtew, p. 652. |. 19. teaches thus : 
The genuine Attributes of the Dei- 
ty, namely, ſuch as are demonſtra- 
ble of an abſolutely perfe& Being, 
are not only not contradictious, but 
allo neceſſarily connected together, 
and inſeparable from one another. 
For there could not poſſibly be one 
Thing infinite in Wiſdom only, 
anotherThing intinite only in Pow- 
er, and another Thing only in- 
fnite in Duration, or eternal ; but 
the very ſame Thing which is in- 
hnite in Wiſdom, muſt needs be 
alio infinite in P@wer, and intmite 
in Daration, That which is inh- 
nite in any one Perteftion, mult 
needs have all PerfeQions in it. 
Thus are -i1 the PerſeCtions of the 
Deity, nut only not contradiCtious, 
but allv infeparably concatenate, 
In the very next Page Dr. Cudworth 
farther aſſerts, © That there is nothing 
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in the genuine Idea of Gd, and his 
Artribu es, but what 1s deir:01ultrae 
ble of a peitect Being, and that 
there cannot be the Jeatt either ad- 
© <d to that Idca, or deiracted from 
© it, any mie than there can be any 
© thing added to, or detracted from 
© the Idea of aTriangle,or of a Square, ] 
\\ hence it follows unavoidably, that 
the Son and H, Spirit can no more be. 
omnipotent than telt-exilient, inde- 
pendent, and tirlt Originals 3 it they 
have one infinite Perfection, they have 
all ; it they want one, they want all : 
and if Three diſtinct Beings have each. 
of them all infinite Pertections, they 
are Three Gods in the higheſt Senſe, 
Prop. 11. Jt ſeems evident from 
H, Scripture, that the Son and H.Spi- 
rit have all Divine Perfections but 
thoſe two, ſuch as unlimited Power, 
Wiſdom and Goodneſs, and unſpotted. 
Purity. Here his Lordthip notes, that 
in my Animadverfions I ſaid, Vnſpet- 
ted Purity was but the Perfeciion of a 
Man or Angel, not an infinite Per-. 
fettion of a God, And here I lay again,. 
notwithlianding what he has faid ty 
the contrary, that even Saints made 
perfect, and Angels that never fel! 
from their bleſſed Eltate, are unſpot- 
tedly pure 3 he will not deny it, and 
yet they are not Guds: he will not. 
afſert that they are, and therefore un-- 
ſpotted Purity is the Perfection of 
Saints and Angels, not the intinite- 
Perfection of a God. As to his Re- 
proach, fo frequently caft upon me, . 
that | have a large Stock of Con. 
dence 3 | reply, It my Diſcourſe is 
rcalonable, my Conticence is juſt, 
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'l exceptec, as 1 juſtly might, a» 
paintt his Lorditip's Exprethon, It 
SEEMS evigent from Scripture that 
the Sen and H. Spirit have all Per- 


feftions vt two, My Feetlection, on 


which he de{cants, but thought not 
good to ſet down, was this: That 
which aes but ſeem evident, 1s not re- 
ally ſo ; and that which is evident, 
des more than ſeem ſo, What he ex- 
cepts, and my Reply thereto, Pm not 
willing to trouble the Reader with, 
and therefore I omit it, and proceed. 
In my Animadverſions,1 wiſt*d he 


had cited ſome of the plaineſt Texts, 


from which he thinks the Son and 
H. Spirit have all Perfections but two, 
He now has cited z What ! plain 
Texts ? no ſuch matter, but naked 
Texts, without taking notice of the 
Account already given of them by 
the Unitarians: and then with a faint 
{iroke of Rhetorick, ſays, This Text 
doth at leaſt ſeem to ſpeak Chrilt in- 
finitely powerful, and that ſeems to 
ipeak him infinitely wiſe, &c. But I 
tell him, no, not one of the Texts al- 
ledg'd doth ſo much as ſeem to ſpeak 
his Senſe to an impartial Reader : for 
ſometimes what he ſuppoſes -ſaid of 
Jeſus Chriſt, is not ſaid of him, but 
of God his Father ; and what is re- 
ally faid of the Lord Chriſt, does only 
prove him to be more honourable 
than his Brethren, but ill leaves him 
inferiour to his Father. I will give 
one Inſtance of each Remark :; His 
Lordſhip attirms, that the Author to 
the Hebrews, chap. 1. ver. 10,11,12. 
expreily applies (he means in the 
lixict literal Senſe) {ome Verles of the 


02a Plalm to the Son of God: T af. 
tirm he doth not 3 To prove my Ne- 
gative, I premite. 1. That thole Ver. 
les, 1t then extant in that Epilile, 
did not {cem to Clemens Romanus, 
(the molt antient Father we have) 
who lived in the firſt Century, to be 
lo applied; neither to Aquina in the 
13th, nor to Deoaati in the laſt Ape, 
The twolaſt were Trinitarians, 2. Al. 
lowing thoſe Verſes genuine as we 
have them, the Account given by the 
Unitarians is moſt agreeable, 2. Set- 
ting alide thoſe two Conliderations, 
yet it's moſt manifeſt that the 1cth 
Verſe, as applied to the Son of God, 
was not fo intended by the Divine 
Author : for ver. 2. the Author ſays, 
God the Father made the Worlds ; 
and if he ſhould, v. 10. afcribe laying 
the Foundation of the Heavens and 
the Earth to the Son, then he contra» 
dis himſelf in the ſame Chapter. 
If his Lordſhip ſhould fay the Text 
tells us, God made the Worlds by his 
Son ;, I reply, That*s not enough for 
his Hypotheſis3 it will not therefore 
follow that the Son has unlimited 
Pertetions, Infinite Power, & c. but 
rather the contrary, 

He cites Rom. 9g. 5. to prove the 
Knowledg and Wiſdom of Chriſt to 
be Inhinite, without taking notice of 
the different Pointings, and conſe. 
quently Readings, mentioned by E-. 
raſmu and Curcellew , and other 
Obſervations given in the Anſwer to 
Mr. iulbourn : and belides, docs not 
fairly read tie Text as it is even in 
our Engliſh Tranſlation. To prove 
the Power of Chrili to be limited, 

and 
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and not infinite, I cited Mat. 25. 53. 
where he ſays to Peter, 1 hinkeſt thou 
that I cannot now pray to my Father, 
and be (ball preſently give me more 
than twelve Legions of Angels? fs 
Lordihip anſwers, 7 heres no Neceſſt- 
ty ut ſhould be implied in theſe words, 
that Chriſt had not Power to acliver 
himſelf without praying to his Father. 
It fo, would it not then be a Mockery 
to pray to his Father for that which he 
had in his own Power before he pray d 
fort? He purſues his Anſwer thus : 
Greater Works are recorded of Chriſt, 
without any mention of his praying for 
Ability to ds them, If 1 ſtudied to nick 
him with his own Raillery on me, 
here I might ask, I/ho told him ſo ? 
and what were thoſe greater Works ? 
It's certain Chriſt had not before he 
pray'd for it, that Power for which 
he pray?d. Well! but (fays his Ldp.) 
Chriſt's Power being originally from 
the Father, he took all Opportunities 
of giving the Father the Glory of what 
he did. If he deligns this to prove 
Chriſt's Power infinite, he has very 
ill luck at Argument 3 for this 1s a fair 
and full yielding up the Cauſe. To 
give Glory to the Father for the 
Works which he did, fignities no leſs 
than to acknowledg he did them, not 


by a Power of his own, but by a Pow- 


er communicated from the Father, 
and for which he praiſes the Father 3 
which are the CharaQters of a depen- 
dent finite Being, His next Remark 
is till more againſt himſelf, viz, when 


Chriſt thus (4id, that he could have 


obtain'd Legions of Angels by Pray- 
er, he thought fit to. declare in the 


Ears of his Enemies, how dear he was 
to Grd, tho' they hated him, The 
dearer one 15 to God, the greater mult 
be his Power ; but he that is deareit, 
acts by a burrowed Power 3 and that 
may perhaps be greater than we can 
1;magine, but cannot be infinite, To 
rivet his Pleadings againſt himſelf, 
he is pleas d to add, that Chriſt did 
ind:ſtrioaſly conceal the higheſt Senſe 
n which be was the Sen of God, This 
is a molt weak Conceitz and if 
Chryſoſtom was the Author of it, his 
Ldp. is as much beholden to him as 
Ajax was to Hettor for the Sword 
wherewith he fiabb?d himſelf. If 
Chriſt conceal'd the higheſt Senſe 
wherein he was the Son of God, then 
It 15 very difingenuouſly done of the 
Trinitarians to pretend to prove that 
higheſt Senſe from any Words of 
Chrilt 5- and if the Words of Chriſt 
do not deliver that Senſe, 1 am afraid 
it will be found, that the Apollles did 
as induſtriouſly conceal it as their Ma- 
ſter ; tor the Words of Chriſt are in- 
deed ſtrain'd when interpreted this 
way, but not more than the Words 
of the Apoſiles for the ſame Purpoſe. 
And if Chriſt conceal'd that higheſt 
Senſc from his Enemies, he alſo con- - 
ceal'd it from all others ; for thoſe 
Diſcourſes which were induftriouſly 
fram'd to conceal it from Men not 
difpos?d to believe it, could not ſuffi- - 
ciently reveal it to Men diſpos?d to be-- 
lieve it. 

Prop. 12. It's intolerable Preſump- 
tion 20 conclude, &c, Here his Ldp.. 
1s pleas'd to diſown the Grammatical 
and Natural Signitication of his Cen- 

{ure, ' 
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ure, in that angry Phraſe intolera- 
ble Preſumption : He does not mean 
by it a Pieſumption that ſhuuld not 
be tolerated, But it 1 let him take 
ſanctuary in his Meaning, it ſhall be 
upon conditicen, that he will excule 
my having di{play'd the odicus Con- 
ſequences of his Words taken in their 
proper Signit:cation.By intolerable | re- 
fampticn, he meant a molt high Pre- 
{uroption ; and he will (till tay, that 
to conclude, there 75 no way of being 
immediately from God but by Crea- 
tion, is a wonderful Buldneſs, | will 
leave it with the Reader, whether it 
be not a greater Boldn«ſs for any 
Man to determine, there is a way of 
being immediately from God, be- 
ſides by Creation, when neither do 
the Scriptures ſpeak of, nor can the 
Reaſon of Man apprehend any ſuch 
which tho? he does not poſitively de- 
termine, yet he builds upon it, 1 
admire and honour him, that he 
would not perſecute when it was in 
his Power. I had afiirmed, that ne- 
ceſſary Emanation was a thing 
whereof we have no Idea 3 which not 
being, able to deny, he asks, Is it 
impoſſible for a thing to be whereof 
we have no Idea? Is God bound to 

ive us Ideas, of what he can or has 
produc'd ? I anſwer to the firſt, It is 
potſible, To the ſecond, God is not 
bound to give us Idca's of what he 
can or has produc?d ; but then we 
are no ways concern'd, nor can we 
reaſon or diſcourſe about thoſe things 
whereof we have no Ideas : There- 
fore ifs high Preſurmption to afhrm 
this or that concerning them 4 but 


to impoſe ſuch Afﬀirmations.on the 
Faith of others, 15 the raging Mad- 
nels. of a perſecuting Spirit, which 
It is the Honcur of his Ldp. to de- 
telt, But what he fſeem?®d but jult 
now atraid to alert, here he makes 
no Scrup'e to aflert : We bave (tays 
Ic) a clearer Idea of neceſſary Ema- 
nation than of voluntary Creation. 
Ot voluntary Creation we have this 
Idea : - God of his own Free-will, 
and by his Almighty Power, did out 
of nothing bring into being all things 
that now are, His Ldp. underſtands 
the Terms, and believes the thing : 
Let him, it he can, tell me as diſtinct- 
ly what Idea he has of neceſſary 
Emanation, Will he explain it by 
eternal Proceſſion ? I reply, That 
which was from all Eternity cannot 
be imagined to proceed from ano- 
ther, without reverting the certain 
tixt Senſe of words, He ſays, that 
neceſſary Emanation is the Word of 
the Fathers, and a better cannot be 
found out, to expreſs what 1s intended 
by it : and [ tell him, no Man could 
ever yet intelligibly declare, what is 
intended by it. His Ldp. bids as 
fair as any Man for it, when he calls 
it 4 more excellent Way of exiſtence 
than by Creation; which, till it be 
explained, how ſhall we jadg whe- 
ther it be ſo or no? It there be, 
which I know not ; there may be for 
ought he knows, a more proper 


Phraſe for it. 

P, 257. his Ldp. quotes Lines frem 
my MS. Papers 3 he quotes right, 
but 1 omitted two words, I would 
have that Period read thus: That 


ſome- 


ſome thing ſhauld NECESS ARILY 
and ETERN ALLY come from God, 
which wants ſome Perfettion that God 
has, is A, T's proazgions Suppoſition, 
under the Name of Neceſſary Ema- 
nation, Now whereas I endeavou- 
red to diſplay the Abſurdity and Im- 
poſſibility of this in ſome few Que- 
ſtions, his Ldp. ſeems to agree with 
much of what I would infer 3 only 
merrily taxes me for giving Reaſons 
for things ſo plain they need none: 
which is a mortifying Stroke to me 3 
for he takes ſuch care of giving no 
Reaſons for what he ſays, that I ſhall 
never have an Opportunity to be re- 
vengd on him. But in the Conclu- 
fion of the Page he tells me it is Non- 
ſenſe to talk of Gods begetting infi- 
nite Power, Wiſdom and Gooaneſs : 
I grant it, juſt ſuch Non-ſenſe as it is 
to talk of begetiing an infinitely power= 
fal, wiſe, and good Being, | 

As for his Lordſhip's metaphylical 
Diſtinction of Preority of Time, and 
Priority of Nature, whereby he would 
defend his 13th Prop. tis a dark Rid- 
dle, and a tempting Subject for Sar- 
caſm : but out of Reverence to'his 
L dp. all I ſhall ſay is, that it is a Di- 
liinction that can explain nothing, 
nor can any one explain that, We 
know what's meant by Priority of 
Time, and Priority of Excellence ;, 


if Priority of Nature be neither of 


theſe, 'tis an empty word, devis'd, 
I believe, with a bad Detign z buc 
us*d now by thoſe that are themſelves 
deceiv'd by it. 

P. 30, his Ldp. is pleas'd to un- 
dertake the Defcnce of an Inſtance : 
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Which, he ſays, be gave in thi men- 
trond Prop. of an Ffjett every whit vs 
old as the Canſe of it > namely, of 
the Sun the caule of Light : In which, 
it there be any Puſlibility of Truth, 
then we mult add new Signitications 
to words, an1 acutely diltinguifh be- 
tween Cauſes, by the Force of which 
other things are effected, and Carſes 
which have no Cauſality in” them ; 
between Effetts which are efteCted by 
their Cauſes, and Effects that are 
{c]f-exiftent. For that 2 and 2 make 
4, is not more evident, than that 
Cauſes, by the force of which other 
things are effected, are older than 
their Effects; and that Effects that 
are cffeed by their Cauſes, are Jater 
than their Cauſes, He may as well 
make one and the ſame Body, to 
exiſt in more places than one, at one 
and the ſame time, Thus Miracles 
are confined to no particular Church 
nor Age z only there is this Difference, 
Chriſt and the Apoſtles wrought 
Miracles to confirm their Dottrenes, 
but with the modern Teachers the 
Doftrines themſelves are the Mira- 
cles, To what I objected againſt 
this his coexiſting Cauſe and Eftect, 
the Sun and its Light, he gives me 
an Anſwer he meant for facetious : 
He could find in his Heart to grant 
me, that the Sun wa not the Cauſe 
of that Light, which was created ve- 
fore the Sun. I thank him : But up- 
on ſecond Thoughts he will not grant 
me that, 1.23. No, not tor all the 
Book of Genefis : He might lave 
{par?d the Book of Geneſis; he may 
uſe me as he pleaſes. He knows the 

GC Sun 
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Sun is the Cauſe of Liglit by his 
Eye-tig/ht: He n1zht as well ſay, 
H.s Head 15 the Cute of his Heel by 
his Fecling. I 'fay, the Sun and 
Light, which together began to be, 
could not one be the Caule of. the 
other ; but God the Caule of both, 
at the fame time, and in the ſame 
raanner of Canſality, His Lordihip 
Quotes a Scrap trom my Papers, and 
makes me, by mangling my words, 
talk Contradictions: but my reaſon- 
ing was, what I have faid, that if the 
Sun and Light did begin to exilt in 
the ſame Point of Time, then the 
one cannot be the Cauſe of the 0- 
ther; for that thing which is the 
Cauſe of another, mult be in reſpect 
of time before that other whereot it 
i5 the Cauſe. 

That I may not omit any thing 
his Lordſhip thinks material, I am 
oblig'd to take notice, that in his 
firſt Defence of his Propoſetions, p. 19. 
he tells the Reader, Hu Explication 
ſpeaks as great an Unity between them 
[the Perions. ] as 3s between the Sun 
and its Splendor, and the Light of 
both. ' Which in very plain Engliſh, 
ſounds thus ; between the Sun and 
its Light, the Light of the Sun, and 
the Light of the Sun's Light. But 
that he may not pretend I miſrepre- 
ſent him, let the Reader take his 
Diſcovery in his own Terms 3 1, Here's 
the Sun, 2. The Splendour of the 
Sun, 3.The Light of the Sun, 4. The 
Light of the Sun's Splendour. After 
the Reader has nius?d a while on the 
diltin& parts of his Lordfhip's Simt- 
litudc, let me recal to his Mind his 


Lordinip®s Notion of One God abſo- 
lutely perfect in the highett Sente ; 
and of Iwo, each of which is God, 
but not abſolutely perfect in the 
highelt Senſe, yet as ablolutely per- 
tect in a lower Senſe as two, each of 
wiiich is God, can be ; who are nut 
abſolutely God in the higheſt Sente : 
and then let me ask, whether there is 
any thing in any other Hypothelis 
more apt to make Sport for Here- 
ticks ? In truth, had I not a greater 
Reverence for his Lordſhip's YVertue 
than his Reaſoning, | ſhould not ſlip 
the Occation of diverting my Friend, 
Whereas I have told him, that the 
two Propolitions he boaſts of, for 
contradicting Arianiſm and Socinia- 
niſm, do allo contradid& ſome of their 
icllow-Propolitions ; I now prove it 
by Induction : If the Son and H. Spi- 
rit do neceſlarily and eternally exitt, 
then they are as ſelf-exiſterit, as in- 
dependent, as pure Originals as God 
the Father it they neceſſarily and eter- 
nally exiſt, then the Father as much 
emanates from, and depends upon 
them, as they emanate from, and de- 
pend upon him 3 ſo that his Hypothe- 
{is does not more contradict Arianiſm 
and Socinianiſm, than it contradicts 
it clf, Heatheniſh DoGtrines by their 
Inconliliency, meet the Fate of Rome 
Heathen 3 ſuts & 1pſa Roma viribus 
ruit, | may now tell his Ldp. he 
has no way to expoſe me but by ex- 
poling my Argument : but its much 
ealter to play with Expreſſions by 
chance ambiguous, than to anſwer 
Arguments. 
Upon my Rematk to his 15, Prop. 
he 
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he asks, IWho are they that determine 
any Notion to be true, while they cannot 
conceive it to be ſo ? Why, Sir, in ge- 
neral chey are tte Trinitarians, but in 
particular and more elpectally his 
Lp. he is the Man ; tor does he not 
expreſly determine in this very Prop. 
that there is an unconceivably cloſe 
Union between them | the {uppoied 3 
Perſons ? ] Therefore unleis he can 
conceive an unconceivable Notion, 
or doubt of that which he determines 
to be true, he is notorioully guilty of 
determining; that Notion to be true 
which he cannot conceive to be fo. I 
grant him, there may be a ſtricter Uni- 
on between God and Chrilt than we 
know of; but here I am bold and 
tixt, there can be no ſuch Union be- 
tween them, as contradicts the Noti- 
ons he has implanted in us. Accor- 
ding to him, the 3 Perſons are 3 di- 
ſtinct Beings, and there can be no di- 
ſtin& Being without its diſtinct Na- 
ture; ſo 3 diſtinct Beings are 3 di- 
fiin& Natures, and 3 diltin&t Natures 
continuing ſo, can never become one 
ſingle Nature: what Union ſoever 
there is between them, I wonder 
the Trinitarians ſhould fo ccnftantly 


amuſe their Readers with that unſu- |, 


table Compariſon of Soxl and Body 
in Union ; for 'tis plain, that in their 
Union, they are that one thing which 
neither of them can be in a State of 
Separation, 

Prop. 16, * Such an Union as this 
© between them being, acknowledg'd 
© by us, together with the fore-men- 
© tioned intire Dependence ct the 
* Son and H. Spirit upon the Father, 


as 


the Unity of the Neity is as fully to 
* all Intencs and Purpoſes afferted by 
© us as It 6 neceflary or detirable it 
© (hould be. ] The End for which the 
LLiity of the Detty was ever aſſer- 
ted : What does he mean by this very 
odd Phrafe ? My Scnte is, that it's a{- 
ſerted becaule It is true ; and that the 
Conſequence of its being true, is this 3 
the Service of Our whole Hearts is 
therctore due to him alone, and our 
lower Reſp«cts to other Objects, ac- 
cording, as his Word, and our own 
Reaſon directs us: but we cannot 
both co God and Chritt pay the Ser- 
vice of our whole Hearts, notwith- 
ſtanding their Union in #4 and like 
Natures : For it we love one Maſter 
with our whole Hearts, we have no 
Aﬀections left for any other, but as 
he ſhall dire&t us; and he cannot di- 
rect us to love another equally with 
himſelf. Unity of Nature, or 3 Be- 
ings united in 1 Nature, is no better 
nor worſe than 3 Beings in 1 Being,. 
3 Natures in 1 Nature, 3 and not 3 
in the ſame reſpect, which is a Con-: 
tradicton if any thing be fo, 
Upon his 17 Prop. Thad told him 
he wasan Iſmaelite Trinitarian,whole 
Hand is again(i all the Heads of Trini- 
tarian Expolitors. 'To this he re- 
plies, 'T's falſe. But lince he deals fo 
bluntly with me, I will, r. Set down 
ſome ot his Contradictions, not con= 
ſequential, but broad Contradictions, 
2. Nut to be wanting in the lealt to 
the Vindication of my Centure, I 
will plaiuly ſhow, that I ſaid no 
woife ot his Lordinip upon the 2c. 
count ut his Hypuihetis, than hg 
QC 2 hime 
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himſelf had faid before of him- 
ielt, 

The firſt of his 28 Prop. is this, 
The Name of GOD t uſed in more 
Senſes than one in H, Scripture : but 
in his tirtt Det. p. 23. ſpeaking of Per- 
tections neceſſary to efſentiate a God 
in the ab/olately higheſt Senſe, he has 
theſe words; Which the Name of 
Ged uu ever to be underſiood in tn the 
H.Scriptnre, In the ſame Def.p.17. he 
affirms, that H. Script. ſaith not of 
what Nature that Unity ts, which it 
aſcribes to God, But Prop. 13. of the 
28. he ſays, The Oneneſs ſo frequent - 
ly affirmed of him in Script. is a nume- 
rical Oneneſs. In his ſecond Det.p.13. 
he ſays, The individual Nature of the 
Father 4 not a Divine Nature more 
truly than that of the Two other Per- 
ſons. But Prop. 15. he ſays, Each of 
them has a Right to the Name of God, 
in a Senſe next to that, in which it 1s 
appropriated to the Father. This Con- 
tradiction he is in love with, it often 
occurs. P, 10. of 2d Det. dittinguiſh- 
ing between PerfeCtions which he 
makes to belong to the Father's Exi- 
ſtence, and Pertections which belong 
to his Divine Iatrre or Eſſence, he 
contends that the Son and H. Spirj 
have all the Perfections of the Divine 
Nature, as well as the Father : But 
p. 23. of firſt Det. he oblerves, that 
Athanaſius, S. Baſil, Greg. Nazian- 
zen, and S, Chryloftom, with ſeveral 
of the Latin Fathers, interpret thoſe 
Words of Chriſt, MT FAIL HER IS 
GREATER THAN I, to have been 
ſpuken not of his Humanity, but his 
Divinity and him{c!t gives his Jud g- 


ment to their Sentence, Prop, 16. of 
the 28, he aftirms it to be evident 
from H. Script, that the Son and H. 
Spirit have unlimited Power, &c. 
which aiſo he allows, 2d Det. p.10. to 
be an cſſential Perte&tion: but 24 
Det. p-24. he acknowledges that the 
Power of Judging the World, was a 
Power committed to Chrilt, not as 
Man, and not effentially in him. 
Prop. 17. he determines, that they 
[the 3 Perſons] are always ſpiken of 
in Script, as aiſtin't Beings or Per ſons, 
according to the proper S1gnification of 
this word, beth from the Father and 
from each other , nor are ſo many 
Men or Angels more expreſly diſtin= 
guiſhed as aiferent Per ſons or Subſtan- 
ces, by our Saviour or his Apoſtles, 
than the Father, Son, and H. Ghoſt 
are. But 1/t Def. p.20. he ſays, They 
are outwardly, and in reference to the 
Creation, perfettly One and THE 
SAME God, as concurring in all the 
ſame external Aftijons. hope the Rea- 
der will allow me at leaſt, that theſe 
Inftances do ſufficiently prove, that 
his Lord(hip's Hand is againſt ene of 
the Heads of the Trinitarians, I mean 
himſelf. That it is alfo againſt all the 
other, he will excuſe me the Labour 
of proving by a tedious Induction of 
Particulars ; for Prop. 17, of the 21, 
he athrms, that his Explication is the 
belt and ealteſt way of reconciling, 
thoſe Texts , which according to the 
other Hypotheſis, axe not reconcilable, 
but by offering extream Violence to 
them. Here he prefers his Rypothclis 
indetinitely to all other Hypotheles, 
Here's no Rellriction, no Exception. 

Nay, 
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Nay, in the Concluſion he doubts not 
to pronounce, that the many Expli- 
cations of the adorable Myſtery, have 
had little better Succeſs than to make 
Sport for the Socinians. 

My Animadverlion on his 18 Prop. 
I have a better Opinion of, fince I ſaw 
his Anſwer, than when 1 tilt pen'd 
them, However, I thall examine a few 
Lines : P. 37. 1. 30. How can he ſay 
(faith his Ldp.) that Jeſus Chriſt de- 
fir'd not Divine Honours to be paid to 
him ? except he mean it when he was 
on Earth, 1 mean as a plain Reader 
would imagin, that Chriſt delired not 
any Divine Honours to be paid him, 
either in one State or other z meaning 
by Divine Honours {auch as are due to 
him that is by Nature omniſcient, 
omnipotent, and omnipreſent : but if 
we mean by Divine Honours, \uch as 
agree to him that could do nothing of 
himſelf, that judgeth as he hears, and 
hath all Judgment committed to him 
by the Father that ſent him, that all 
Men ſhould honour the Son even as 
they honour the Father that ſent him 3 
I agree that ſuch Divine Honour is 
due to the Son. Divine Honour in the 
former Senſe, the Son himſelf forbad 
to be paid him, even after he ſhould 
leave the World and go to the Father, 
Joh. 16.23. At that day ye ſhall ask 
me nothing \ verily, verily, T ſay unto 
you, whatſoever ye ſhall ask the Father 
in my Name he will give it you: and 
ver. 26, At that day ye ſhall aik in my 
Name. | think he does not well to 
take 110 notice of the Account which 
the Unitarians give of that Text. 
W1ll he build fo great a Duty as is the 


worſhipping of another beſides one, 
with the Worſhip due only to the 
One God, upon the Interpretation of 
the Particle 45 z which, he cannot de. 
ny, does in feveral places of Scripture 
import, not an Equality in the things 
{ſpoken of, not the jutt Meaſure and 
Nature of the Duty enjoin?d, but the 
Neceſlity of it, and ſome Similitude, 
which it bears to what was before- 
mentioned ? To love our Neighbour 
as Our ſelf, is not to be underſtood e 
qually with our felt; for that is im- 
poſſible, and contrary to the very 
Principles of Humane Nature; for 
omnes ſibi melius eſſe malle quam al- 
ters : but we ſhould do the one as 
certainly as we do the other. It is but 
jult and equal, that the great and only 
God be honoured with all the Pow- 
ers and Faculties of our reaſonable 
Natures ; and that Jeſus Chriſt be ho- 
noured with an Honour next to that. 
He faith, Chriſt is not God in the 
higheſt Senſe ; therefore ſay I, the 
higheſt Honour is not to be paid 
him. 

I ſaid upon his 19th Prop. that the 
Socinians are not willing to confeſs, 
that the Honour of the Father is as 
much taken care of in bis Explication, 
as they do wiſh it were. He anſwers, 
Sure they will not ſay, that their own 
Hypothelis dot!1 give more Honour 
to the Father, than THAT which 
ſpeaks him the Author of all that the 
other Perions either kave cr are, | re- 
ply, Yes, they will ; becauſe i125 more 
honour to be ' voluntary uthor of 
what the So1:..1uid H. Spirit have and 
are, (as the Unitarians hold ) than 

ty 
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ro be the nec: flary Author [or in- 
deed no Authon ] as his Lp. hulds, 

Upon my laying, that it is not our 
Duty to think as honourably as we can 
of any Perton, but God the Father 
Almighty ; his Lord{hip aniwers. He 
ment by as konourably as POSSI- 
BL7i we can, a5 honourably as L AW- 
FULLY we can. Dr. S--th made 
Dean Sverlock pay dear tor this Eva» 
lion 3 but 1 will not write after that 
furizus Example, preſerving my Re- 
ſpecs to his Lordſhip : All I fay 1s, 
His Ldp. is a well-meaning Man and 
in 20 other places, where his Words 
ſound tritheittically, and contradico- 
rily, I believe he meart honeſtly. 

P. 40. From that Text, I will not 
give my Glory to another, his Lord- 
thip argues, that the Son of God is 
not a Creature ; as if God had aid, 1 
will give my Glory to no other but 
my Son : But it's a plain and good 
Conſequence, This, [ taking the 
Words in an univerſal Senſe] be- 
cauſe God will not give his Glory to 
another; therefore no other, no not 
the Son, is to be worſhipped with that 
Honour which is due to the Father. 

As to my Animadverſtton on his 
20th Prop. he appeals to you, my 
Friend, to judg. Every Man that reads 
will judg, an1 ſome will be biaſs'd by 
one Prejudice, and ſome by another ; 
and ſome nuay chance to examine dl- 
ligently, to conſider freely, and to 
judg impartially : among, this latter 
fort of Readers, | fancy I may have the 
molt Friends; but the other I fear 
are all his. 


Prop. 21. he ſays, His Explicatson 


agrees well with that of the Nicens 
Fathers and Athanalius.] I grant it 
ct what fore of them have faid in 
divers places of their Works, con- 
cernivg the Trinity : but it's never- 
thele(s true, that in other places it dif 
agrees with what that Council and 
Saint have taught, For you muſt 
know, Sir, that even they are not all 


. of a piece z + but ſometimes Ortho- 


dox, ſometimes Heterodox 3 and of- 
ten need the Aſſiſtance of a candid Rea- 
der, to interpret them according to a 
pretended ſound Meaning, quite con- 
trary to the Grammatical Senle of their 
words. Asfor his agreeing with them, 
1 woncer which of the Antients ever 
taught, That 2 Beings which depend 
on God, are as almighty as the God 
on whom they and all things depend: 
I wonder which of the Antients found 
out the two Senſes 3 in one of which, 
the Son and H, Ghoſt were each of 
them eſſentially God, and in the other 
mot, I quetiion whether there be any 
fuch Stuft among the School-men ; 
but if he can produce me the Father 
who has fallen into this particular 
Weakneſs ; that, Tho' the Name of 
God is us'd in more Senſes than one in 
H, Script. yet the Name of GOD in 
H. Script. 1s always to be underſtood 
in the higheſt Senſe; I will never 
queliion but he has Antiquity on his 
Iide, whether any Truth and Senſe 
or no, 

As tor his Compliment, that he 
knows not whether there be more of 
Arrogance than Ignorance, or Iono- 
rance than Arrogance in the Remark, 
about Credit trom the Judgment of 


the 
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the Antient Fathers g it looks as if it 
was borrowed trom Dr. S--th, it has 
the Air of his impatient Opiniatives 
nels, but does not at all become the 
better Nature of the Bp. of Gloceſter. 
But he finds I am a ſort of an Aaver- 
ſary, that won.!d nat permit him to treat 
me otherwiſe. Ard how did | compel 
him to treat me (as he ſuſpects he 
has done) with too much Freedom ? 
Why! I took a Liberty with him: 
But, Sir, you can affure him, that 
when I compos'd my MS. I knew not 
who was the Author of the 21 Pro- 
poſitions, and could not dream they 
ſhould have been printed : my Aim 
was only to let you (then my very 
new Acquaintance) privately know 
my private Judgment. I amnone of 
your Profelyte, nor no Man's elſe. I 
profeſs {incerely, I fell into what I 
hold touching the Trinity, by freely 
thinking and ſeriouſly conlidering, 
what 1 occafionally met with, here 
. and there, now and then, | 

To conclude, | thank his Lordſhip 
for his good Withes 3 and I do really 
believe, now he has vented his Anger, 
that he is lincere in them : for which 
I make him this Return: I heartily 


wiſh alt Good tolim, as I ought vp 
on many Accounts, 1, In general, 
becaulc he 1s a very werthy and good 
Min, 2. In particular, becaule he 
hates Perſecution, 3. Becauſe he has 
not only {worn to the Government, 
but looks upon King William, who 
gave him his Preterment, as our De- 
liverer, not Conqueror 3 our juft and 
lawful K:ng, and no Uſurper, But I 
cannot thank him for his Advice : He 
would have me think it poſſible, that 
thoſe Opintons, which 1 take for moſt 
evident, and moſt neceſſary Truths, 
may be groſs and dangerous Errers. 
Why ! my Opinion is, that the Being 
of God, andthe Reaſonablenels of H. 
Religion, are molt evident and necel- 
ſary Truths z and no Man living ſhall 
perſwade me to that Modeſty, as to 
think it poſſible for theſe to be grols 
and dangerous Errors, Again ; He 
would have me believe that I may be 
mightily miltaken, when I am moſi 
confident : Indeed this Piece of Ad- 
vice has not ſo ill a face as the other, 
but his Lordſhip might have ſ{par*d it 3 
for I will not be moſt conhdent, but 
when the Truth is moſt plain and e- 
vident, I am, Sir, Yours, 


EIANIS 


| 


Againſt the Reaſonableneſs of Chriſtia-| | 


THE 


EXCEPITIONS 


Ot Mr. EDW ARDS, in his 


Cauſes of Atheiſm, 


nity, as deliver'd in the Scriptures, 
EXAMIN”D; 


And found Unrealonable, Unlcriptu. 


ral, and Injurious. 
ALSO 


It's clearly proved by many Teſtimo- 
nies of Holy Scripture, That the 
God and Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, is the only God and Father 
of Chriſtians. 


_—_—— 


London, Printed in the Year MDC XCV. 
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To the Author of the Reaſonablenels of Chri- 


ſtianity as delivercd in the Scriptures. 


SIR, 

N reading your Rook of that Title, I readily perceived your 
Deſign, intimated in your Preface, to be therein mot inda- 
ſtriouſly and pioufly purſued : So that you have, with full 
Evidence of Scripture and Reaſon, ſhewed, againſt the ma- 

nifold obſcare and tedious Syſtems, that the Fundamentals of Chri- 
ſtian Faith, neceſſary to conſtitute a Man a true Member of Chriſt”s 
Church, are all comprehended or implied in this plain Propoſition, 
That Jefus is the Meſſiah : Whereby you have happily provided 
or the Quiet and Satisfattion of the Minds of the honeſt Multi- 

tude or Bulk of Mankind, floating in Doubts and Fears, becauſe 
either they cannot underſtand, or can find no clear Evidence in 
Holy Scripture, of thoſe intricate Points requir'd to be explicitly 
believd upon pain of eternal Damnation. Tou have alſo argued clearly 
the Reaſonableneſs and Uſefulneſs of the Chriſtian Revelation a- 
gainſt Atheiſts and Deiſts, Theſe things conſider” d, *twas no mar- 
wel, that the Syematical Men, who gain both their Honour and 
Profit by the Obſcurity and Multitude of their Fundamental Arti- 
cles, ſhould raiſe an Outcry againſt you, like that of the Epheſians 
magniſhing their DIANA. They have more cauſe for it than Deme- 
trius had. But that they ſhould traduce your Work as tending to Athe- 
iſm or Deiſm, is as ſtrange from Reaſon, as many of their Articles are 
from Scripture. And that Mr, Edwards has done it, and ford 
it in among his Tendencies to Atheiſm, #, I think, to be imputed 
to the Co-incidence of your Book"s being publiſh*d, and flriking 
ſtrongly upon his inventive Faculty, juſt when it was in hot purſuit 
of the Cauſes of Atheiſm, rather than to any the leaſt Colour or In- 
Av | clination 


(w) 
clination that way, which My, Edwards can (py in it in his cool 
Thoughts : For I am much perſwaded on the contrary, that there is 
no Atheiſt or Deiſt in England, but, if he were as d the Queſti- 
0n, would tell Mr.. Edwards, that their obſcure and contradiftions 
Fundamentals were one Cauſe or Inducement to his caſting off and 
disbelief of Chriſtianity. 


Is this Mind I have undertaken to vinaicate your Doftrine from 
the Exceptions of Mr. Edwards againſt it. But whether I have 
done it as it ought to have been done, I cannot be a competent Judg. 
If IT have miſtaken your Senſe, or us'd weak Reaſonings in yonr 
Defence, I crave your Pardon : But my Deſign in this Writing 
was not to pleaſe you, ( whom T know not) nor any Man what- 
ſoever, but only to honour the One God, and winaicate his moſt 


wfeful Truths. T am, 


STR, 


Your very humble Servant. 


S# 
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Mr. EowarDs's Exceptions againſt the 
P g 


Reaſonableneſs of 
ed, &c. 


T ſeems to me, that Mr. Ed- 
wards, printing his Cauſes of 
Atheiſm, whillt the Reaſona- 
bleneſs of Chriſtianity was 
newly publiſhed, was put upon it 
by his Bookſeller, to add ſome Ex- 
ceptions againſt that Treatiſe ſo 
much noted for its Heterodoxy ; 
that ſo the Sale of his own Tract 
might be the more promoted : 
whence it comes to paſs, that his 
Notes being writ in haſte, are not 
ſo well digeſted as might be ex- 
pected trom a Perſon of his Learn- 
ing and Ingenuity. In pag. 104. 
he takesnotice of A PLAUSIBLE 
CONCEIT, which bath been grow- 
ing up a,conſiderable Time, &c. but 
tells not his Reader what that 
Conccit was, till he hath charged 
it upon a very Learned and famon; 
Author,whom he is pleaſed to call 
a wavering Prelate, and another of 

the ſame Order, and a Third of a 


pl 


lower Degree; but more particu- - 


larly, fully and diſtin@ly, upon the 
late Publifier of The Keaſonable- 
neſs of Chriſtianity, &c. Here at 
length in his next Page, he tells us, 
That this Author gives IT us over 
aad over again, in theſe formal 


Chriſtianity, examin- 


words, VIZ. That nothing 1s required 
to be believed by any Chriſtian Man 
but this, THAT JESUS IS THE 
MESSLAH, I think if he had not 
been in haſte, he would have ci- 
ted at leaſt two or three of thoſe 
Pages, wherein we might find 
thoſe: formal Words, but he has 
not one, and I do not remember 
where they are to be found ; for 
Iam almoſt in as much - haſte as 
Mr. Edwards, and will not ſeek for 
them. It's true, he fays, That all 
that was to be believed for Fuſtifica= 
tion, or to make a Man a Chri-- 
ſtian, by him that did already be- 
leve in, and worſhip one true 
God, maker of Heaven and Earth, 
was no more than this ſingle Propof-- 
tion, That Jeſus of Nazareth was the 
Chriſt or the Meſſiah. But then 
he takes to be included in this 
Propoſition, 1. All ſynonimous Ex- 
prellions, ſuch as, the Son of God ; 
The King of Ifracl; The ſent of 
God ; He that ſhould come; He 
of whom doſes and the Prophets 
did write; . The Teacher come 
from God, &c. 2. All ſuch Ex- 
preiſſions as ſhew the manner of 
l:45. being the Chriſt, Meſſiah, ce 
SON 
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Son of God,ſuch as his being con- 
ceived by the Holy Ghoit and 
Power of the moſt High ; his be- 
ing anointed with the Holy Ghoſt 
and Power ; his being ſanctihed 
and ſent into the World ; his be- 
Jing raiſed from the Dead, and ex- 
alted to be a Prince and Saviour 
after the time he was ſo, @&c. 3. 
Such Expreſſions as import the 
great Benefits of his being the Meſ- 
fiah ; as having the Words of E- 
ternal Life; his having Power 
from the Father to remit Sins, to 
raiſe the Dead,tojudg the World ; 
to give eternal Lite; to ſend the 
H.Spirit upon the Apoſtles where- 
by they might work Miracles, and 
preach the Light of Life to Jews 
and Gentiles, and the like, For all 
thoſe Quotations of Scripture 
which the Author ( as Mr. Ed- 
wards obſerves) bas amaſſed toge- 
ther out of the Goſpels, and the Ads 
of the Apoſtles, which take up about 
three quarters of his Book, tor the 
proof of his Propoſition, are in- 
deed expoſitory of the meaning 
of that Propoſition, and are in- 
cluded in it. Not that it was ne- 
ceſlary that every one, who be- 
lieved the Propoſition, ſhould un- 
derſtand and have an explicite Faith 
of all thoſe particulars: for nei- 
ther the Believers during the Life 
of Chriſt, nor the Apoſtles them- 
ſelves underſtood many of them, 
no nor preſently after his Death 
and Reſurre&ion ; for they had 
ſti]l divers erroneous Opinions 
concerning the Nature of his 


Kingdom, and the preaching to 
the Gentiles, and other things, 
And in the beginning of Chrilt's 
preaching, though Ph:l;p believ'd 
that Jeſus was the Meſſiah, the Son 
of God, the King of Iſrael; yet 
he ſeems to be ignorant of his be- 
ing born of a Virgin, for he calls 
him the Son of Joſeph, John 1. 45. 
But as he that believes that 1/:J- 
liam the 3d 1s the true King of 
England, &c. believes enough to 
make him a good Subjet, though 
he underſtands not all the grounds 
of his Title, much leſs all his 
Power and Prerogatives that be- 
long to him as King: So he that 
believes upon good Grounds that 
Feſus 15 the Meſſiab, and under- 
ſtands ſo much of this Propoſiti- 
on as makes him, or may make 
him a good Subje& of Chriſt's 
Kingdom, though he be ignorant 
of many things included in that 
Propoſition, he has all the Faith 
neceſſary to Salvation, as our Au- 
thor has abundantly proved, 

But Mr. Edwards fays, This Gen- 
tleman forgot, or rather wilfully omit- 
ted a plain and obvious Paſſage, in 
one of the Evangeliſts, GO TTEACH 
ALL NATIONS,&c. Mat. 28.19. 
From which it 1s plain (ſays he) 
that all that are adult Members of 
the Chriſtian Church, muſt be Taught 
as well as Baptiz?d into the Faith of 
the Holy Trinity, Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, and then they muſt be- 
lieve it : and conſequently more is 
required to be believed by Chriſtian 
Men, than that Jeſus is the Meſſiah, 

He 


; 


He infers from this, You ſee it is 
part of the Evangelical Faith, and 
ſuch as is neceſſary, abſolutely neceſ- 
ſary to make one a Mpmier of the 
Chriſtian Church, to believe a TRI- 
NITY im Unity in the God-head or, 
1n plainer Terms, that though God is 
one as to bis Eſſence and Nature, yet 
there are three Perſons in that Di- 
vine Eſſence, and that theſe three 
are really the one God, I muſt con- 
feſs, that if Mr. Edwards's reaſon- 
ing be good, the Author 1s total- 
ly confuted, three quarters of his 
Book at leaſt are writ in vain, and 
the old Syſtems muſt ſtand good ; 
and the Bulk of Mankind will cer- 
tainly be damned; or it will be a 
wonder if. any of them be ſaved. 
But give me leave to tell himI do 


not ſee, what he-ſays we do ſee -- 


that Text will well enough conſiſt 
with our Author's Propoſition, 
For I would ask him, whether the 
Apoſtles tollow*d this Commiſſion 
or not : If they obey*d it, then in 
Baptizing in the Name of Feſus 
the Meſjrah, and exhorting thoſe 
to whom they preached, to be 
baptiz'd in the Nzme of the Meſ- 
ſaab, after their preaching the 
Meſſiah to them, they did in ef- 
fect baptize in the Name of the 
Father,Son and Holy Ghoſt,other- 
wiſe they did not purſve their 
Commiltion ; for- we never find 


them baptizing in thoſe expreſs. 


Terms, but always in the Name 
of Jeſus the M-/ſiah, or the Lord 
Jeſus, or the Lord, and the like. 
So that Mr. Edwards muſt either 


charge the Holy Apoſtles with Iz- 
norance of, or Diſobedience to 
their Lord's Command, or ac- 
knowledg that they did really 
baptize in the Name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoſt, when they did but expreſ- 
ly baptize in the Name of the: 
Son or Meſſiah ;, foraſmuch as all 
that were ſo baptiz'd, did believe: 
in the Father of that Son of God, 
as implied in the S6n, and in the 
Holy Ghoſt, as the Anointing of 
the Son, and which alſo was given 
to thofe that were ſo baptiz'd. 
But as for his Inference, viz. That 
it's abſolutely neceſſary to believe a 
Trinity in Unity in the Godhead; or 
that God is one as to his Eſſence and 
Nature, yet there are three Perſons 
in that Divine Eſſence, and that 
theſe three Perſons are really the one 
God : This will condemn not only 
the Unitarians, and the Bulk of. 
Mankind, but the greater part of 
Trinitarians, the Learned as well 
as the Vulgar. For all the real 
Trinitarians do not believe one 
Eſſence, but three Numerical Eſ-- 
ſences. Here Dr. Sherlock, Dr. 
Cudworth, the Biſhop of GI. the : 
late Arch-biſhop, Mr. H--w, and : 
all that hold as the Council of 
Nite did, with that Council it ſelf, 
and the whole Church (except 
ſome Hereticks) for many Centu- - 
ries, are by Mr. Edwards expung'd 
out of the Catalogue of Chriſtian 
Believers, and conſequently con- 
demmn'd to the horrible Portion of - 
Infidels or Hereticks. The My- 


L 0 
- 


ſery-men, or Ignoramus Trintari- 
ans, they are condemn'd too; for 
they admit not any Explication, 
and therefore not Mr. Edwards's. 
There remains only Dr. South, and 
Dr. Wallis, and the Philoſopher 
Hobbs, who ( Mr. Edwards ſays ) 
is the preat Maſter and Lamgiver of 
the profeſs d Atneiſts, Pag.129. and 
that Party which have the abſo- 
lutely neceſſary Faith of three 
Perſons in one Eſſence. But if 
you ask theſe Men what they mean 
by three Perſons : Do they mean 
according to the common ſenſe of 
Mankind, and eſpecially of the 
Engliſh Nation, three {ingular 1n- 
telletual Beings ? No, by no 
means, that is Tritheiſm, they 
mean three Modes in the one God, 
which may be reſembled to three 
Poſtures in one Man ; or three ex- 
ternal Relations, as Creator, Re- 
deemer, Sanctifier; as one Man 
may be three Perſons, a Husband, 
a Father and a Maſter, This 1s 
that Opinion of Faith, which the 
Antients made Hereſy,andSabell;us 
the Head of it. Thus it is abſo- 
lutely neceſſary to make a Man a 
Chriſtian, that he be a Sabellian 
Heretick. But perhaps Mr. Ed- 
wards may be of Mr. H--ws Mind, 
for he ſays, Theſe three Perſons are 
really the one God; but then, no 
one of them ingly is ſo, but eve- 
ry one a Third of God: If fo, 
Mr. Edwards is indeed a Unitari- 
an, for he gives us one God only; 
but then he is no Trinitarian, for 
he has put down the Father him- 
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ſelf from being God ſingly, and 
{ſo the Son and Holy Ghoſt. 

As to what he fays of being 
Baptized into the Faith and Wor- 
ſhip of none but the only true God, 
that has been anſwer*d a hundred 
times. He cannot look into any 
of the Unitarian Books, but he will: 
find a ſufficient Anſwer to that 
Inference. Were the Iſraelites bap- 
tiz'd into the Worſhip of Moſes ? 
but they were baptized into Moſes, 
I Cor, 10. 2, Or when the Apo- 
{tle Pau} ſuppoſes he might have 
baptized in hs own Name ; Did he 
mean that he ſhould have baptized 
into the Worſhip of himſelf as 
the moſt high God ? 

Then Mr. Edwards minds his 
Reader, that the Author had left 
out alſo that famous Teſtimony 
in Joh. 1.1. In the beginning was 
the Word | Jeſus Chriſt] and the 
Word was with God, and the Word 
was God. Wohence (faith he) we 
are obliged to yield aſſent to this 
Article, That Chriſt the Word ts 
God, Here Mr. Edwards muſt 
mean that this is a Fundamental 
Article, and neceſſary to Salva- 
tion; otherwiſe he ſays nothing 
againſt his Author, who has pre- 
vented his urging any other Text, 
not containing a Fundamental, in 
his Anſwer to the Objection from 
the Epiſtles and other Scriptures. 
For (ſaith he) pag. 299. Ti hey are 
Objeds of Faith--- They are Truths, 
whereof none that is once known to 
be ſuch may be disbelieved, But yet 
a great many of them, every one 
6&6, 
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does, and muſt confeſs a Man may Man, or the Anointing of the 
be ignorant of ; nay disbelieve, with- Holy Ghoſt added to that Man, 
out Danger to his Salvation : As is was the Werd; though by reaſon 
evident in thoſe who allowing the Au- of thoſe he had the Name of Je- 
thority, differ in the Interpretation and ſus, and by reaſon of this he had 
Meaning of ſeveral Texts, —Unleſs the Name of Chriſf, He means 
Divine Revelation can mean contra- by the Word, a ſecond Perjon 07 
ry to it ſelf. The whole Paragraph Adode of God, Now how fairly he 
ought to be read, which I have a- calls this ſecond Perſon a Mode of 
bridged. And if this Text of God, Jeſus Chriſt, when it was net- 
Fohn 1. 1. be not one of thoſe, that ther Jeſus nor Chriſt, nor any part 
by reaſon of its difficulty and va- of him, let his Reader judg. JT: 
riety of Senſes, may not be diſ- the beginning was the Word] that is, 
believ'd in Mr. Edwards's Senſe, (according to him) before the 
then I will be bold to ſay, There's Beginning, and therefore from 
no ſuch Text in the whole Bible. Eternity, God in a ſecond Mode 
To itI ſay, 1. He dares not truſt or Perſon did exiſt: and the Word 
his Reader with the clear Text, was with God] 1. e. Godin the fe- 
but thruſts in his own Senſe, I» cond Mode was preſent with God, 
the beginning was the Word (Jeſus even himſelf in the firſt Mode or 
Chriſt:) and then 2. Makes his Perſon : and the Word was God] i.e. 
Fundamental Article not from the God in his ſecond Mode was him- 
Text, but from what he has in- /elf ; or otherwiſe, was the Father 
ſerted into the Text thus, Chriſ# himſelf and the Holy Ghoſt ; for 
the Word is God. But will Mr. Edw, he tells us before, that the three 
ſtick to that? Is he of Scinus's Perſons [or Modes] are really 
Mind, that by the Word is meant the one God - but it the Word 1s 
the Man Jeſus Chriſt, born of the really the one God, as Mr. Edw. 
Bleſſed Virgin, and anointed with underſtands the Term God in this 
the Holy Ghoſt ? I think he is not. Text, then the I/ord'is the three 
Or does he mean that Chriſt was Perſons, or elſe he 1s not really 
the Firſt-born of every Creature, as the one God, which the three 
he is called, Col. 1. 14. The begin- Perſons only are. Now it this be 
ning of theCreation of God,Rev.3.14. a clear Text to build an Article 
By whom God made the Worlds, _necellary to Salvation, and the 
and is therefore a God ? I think Worſhip of another Almighty and 
Mr. Edw. might be calld an Ari- only wiſe Perſon upon, beſides the 
an, if that were his Senſe. What God and Father of our Lord Je- 
then does he mean ? He does not ſus Chriſt ; let all that have any 
mean that either the Body or Soul, reverence for God or his Goſpel] 


or both united to conſtitute a judg ! Beſides, can he alledg one 
B 'L EXT 
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Text out of all the Old Teſta- 
ment, or out of the three former 
Goſpels, where ever by the WORD 
or Logos (as they love to ſpeak) 
is meant any ſuch precexiſtent e- 
ternal Perſon? If there be none 
ſuch, it ſeems to be no little De- 
fe&t in the Holy Scriptures, that 
the World ſhould be 4000 Years 
old, before any part of it heard 
any thing of a ſecond perſonal 
God, equal to the Firſt, and who 
had therefore as much Right to 
be known and worſhipped as the 
Firſt: Nay, and thatthat Perſon, 
the Word, ſhould have no mention 
made of him in the Goſpels or 
Sermons of Chriſt or the Apoſtles 
till above threeſcore Years after 
the Aſcenſion ; for it for it was ſo 
long (as Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians 
tell us) before the Goſpel of the 
Apoſtle John was written, all the 
Churches and Believers we read 
of in Scripture, having been ga- 
ther'd and converted before. 

Next Mr. Edw. tells us (p.107.) 
there is added in verſe 14. another 
indiſpenſable point of Faith, VIZ. 
That the Word was made Fleſh, 1. e. 
That God was incarnate, the ſame 
with 1 Tim. 3: 16. God manifeſt 11 
the Fleſh. 

One would have expected that 
Mr. Edw. undertaking in ſhort to 
confute a Propoſition, that the 
Author had ſpent, three quarters of 
>is Book ( which conliſts of 300 
Pages) in proving and for which 
he had alledg'd perhaps an hun- 
dred clear Texts of Holy Scrip- 


ture, ſhould have produc'd ſome 
clear Texts againſt him, and not 
ſach- as need Explanations ; and 
when he has explain'd them, leaves 
them far more difficult than be- 
fore. We have ſpoken already 
of the Word that was ſaid to be 
God in the firſt verſe of that 
Chapter; and now in the 14th 
the Word muſt ignify God : but, 
1. Are not the ſame Words and 
Terms taken in different ſen- 
ſes in the ſame Context, and that 
too; when they come nearer to- 
gether than at thirteen verſes di- 
ſtance ? Thus the word Light in 
ver. 5. ſignifies an imperſonal 
Thing ; but in the 7, 8, and 9th 
verſes, it denotes a Perſon, which 
Fohn was not, but Jeſus was, to 
wit, the Revealer of the Word 
or Goſpel. 2. The Father was 
God too, and if God was Incar- 
nate, how. will it be avoided that 
the Father was Incarnate 2 And if 
it cannot, then Mr. Edw. will be a 
Patripaſſian Heretick. 3. It muſt 
be acknowledged, that Mr. Edw. 
has given a wonderful learned Ex- 
planation of the Phraſe —was 
made Fleſh; far more Learned 
than that of the old Juſtice —I#- 
vaſim 15 Invaſion. The Vulgar 
and Unlearned may underſtand 
ſomething, when it is ſaid that 
one Thing is made another Thing, 
as when Water was made Wine : 
but I doubt they will ſtare and 
know nothing, when one tells*em 
that a Perſon was Incarnate; much 
more who: rhey read Mr. Edw. 
ſaying, 
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ſaying, That God was Incarnate, 
will they not gladly return from 
the Explanation to the Text ? and 
then it will run thus, God was 
made Fleſh. But was God indeed 
turn'd into Fleſh, and ceaſed to be 
God, as the Water turn'd into 
Wine ceaſed to be Water ? Pm 
ſure Mr. Edw. never intends to 
make that an indiſpenſable Point of 
Faith, as he calls this, That God 
was Incarnate. But this 1sa very 
hard caſe, that the generality of 
the World (which God ſo loved, 
that he gave his only begotten Son, 
that whoſoever believeth in him ſhould 
not periſh, but have everlaſting Life ) 
their Salvation or Damnation 
ſhould ſtill depend on the belief 
of, not only obſcure Texts, but of 
much more obſcure Interpretations 
of thoſe Texts. Whether ſhall 
we go for the Senſe of God was In- 
carnate 2 He ſends us to 1 Tim. 3. 
16. God manifeſt in the Fleſh. But 
he might know that that reading 
of the Word GOD in that Text 
is a Corruption, and that inſtead 
of God was read which in the 
Council of Nice, as the accurate 
Examination againſt Mr. 4Ibourn 
has fully prov'd ; however allow- 
ing that reading, has given a ra- 
tional Senſe of it. . Thus we are 
ſent for the Senſe of an obſcurer 
Interpretation of an obſcure Text, 
to a corrupt One. Whither ſhall 
we go next? It's very like that 
Mr. Edw. may next time {end us 
to thegithanaſian Creed, when the 
; 1ptures fail him z That Creed 


ſaith, It is neceſſary to everlaſtme 
Salvation, that one believe rightly 
the INCARNATION of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, —T hat he is God and 
Alan —perfetF God and perfett Man 
——One Chriſt, not by Converſjon of 
the Godhead into Fleſh, but by taking 
of the Manhood into God : So then 
the ſenſe of the Word was made 
Flefh,will be this,God wasIncarnate, 
that is, not by being made Fleſh 
or Man, but by taking Man into 
God; that is, God is now perfect 
God and Man. Well, but ſince 
God is a Perſon, and Man ano- 
ther Perſon ; perfect God and per- 
fect Man muſt unavoidably be 
two Perſons: but this is the He- 
reſy of Neſtorius Arch-Biſhop of 
Conſtantinople, An. Dom. 4.28, but 
how ſhall we helpit? For to be- 
lieve God and Man not to be two 
Perſons, we diretly contradid& 
our Belief of God's being perfecF 
God and perfet Man. It we ſay 
with Apollinarius, An. Dom. 370. 
That God and Man are not two 
Perſons but one, becauſe the Man 
had no Human Soul or Under- 
ſtanding,then we contradict God's 
being a perfect Man, and are con- 
demn'd to eternal Damnation, as 
Apollinarian Hereticks. And if 
for ſolving theſe Difficulties, we 
ſhould think good to hold, that 
indeed there were two Natures in 
Chriſt when God was made Fleſh, 
but upon the Union the Human 
was ſwallowed up of the Divine, 
and ſo there was one Nature 
made of two; then we incur the 

B 2 Ana- 
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-4aathema of the Eutichian Here- fying Chriſt, making him an High- 


TICKS. 

« And it follows (ſaith Mr, 
*© Edw.) in the ſame verſe of this 
*© firſt Chapter of St. Joby, that 
&«& this Word is the only begotten of 
© the Father, whence we are 
© bound to believe the Eternal, 
<« tho ineffable, Generation of the 
« Son of God. 

Anſw. Could Mr. Edw. be ſo 
weak as to think any Body but 
one deeply prejudiced, would ap- 
prove of either of his Inferences 
from that Clauſe ? either the E- 
ternal Generation, or that we are 
bound to believe it as an Article 
neceſſary to Salvation! Does he 
not know that Jeſus is the only 
Son of God, by reaſon of thatGene- 
ration which befel him in Time ? 
Does he read of any other Son 
that God generated of a Virgin 
but Jeſus? See Luke 1.35. Did 
God ever ſanGdify and ſend into the 
World in ſuch a Meaſure and Man- 
ner, any that were called Gods or 
Sons of God, as he did Jeſus our 
Lord ? See Jobn. 10. 35, 36, 37, 
38. and Chap. 3. 34. Did heever 
give ſuch Teſtimony to any other ! 
Did God ever beget any other 
Son by railing him from the Dead 
to an immortal Life ( AG&s 13.33.) 


by anointing him with the Oil of 


Gladneſs above vis Fellows, Heb. 1. 
9. By ſetting him on his Right- 
hand, making hint to inherit a more 
excellent Name than Angels, even 
that of SOV in a more excellent 
Senſe, Heb. 1. 3, 4, 5- By glori- 


Prieſt, ſaying unto him, Thou art 
my. Son, this Day have | begotten 
thee 2 Is not Tſaac calPd the only 
begotten Son of Abraham, though 
Abraham had other Sons ? But for 
Mr. Edws Eternal Generation, 
there 1s not one Tittle either in 
this Text, or inall the Bible; and 
yet he has the Confidence to bind 
the Belief of it upon Mankind, 
upon pain of Damnation: I wiſh 
he would not be ſo raſh, but more 
reverent in ſo tremendous a 
Point. 7 

Next, he finds our Author faul- 


ty In not taking notice, that we are 


commanded to believe the Father and 
the Son, John 14. 19, 11. and that 
the Son is in the Father, and the Fa- 
ther 1n the Son, which expreſſes their 
Unity. Wonderful ! Did our Au- 
thor indeed take no notice that 
we are commanded to believe the 
Father and the Son? when he all 
along in his Treatiſg makes the 
Meſſiah, Chriſt, Son of God, terms 
{ynonimous, and that ſignify the 
{ame thing ; and cites abundance 
of Texts to that purpoſe ; ſo that 
the belief of the Father & the Son, 
is required by him in the whole 
three quarters of his Book, which 
Mr. Edw. takes notice he ſpent in 
proving his Propoſition. Did Mr. 
Edw, write theſe Remarks? Or 
did ſome body elſe add them to 
his Book of the Cauſes of Atheiſm ? 
As for the Unity of the Father and 
Son,expreſt he ſays by theſe werds, 
The Son is in the Father, and the 
Fathey 
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Father in the Son ; Does he think 
his Reader never read that Text 
in John 17. 21. That they [|Be- 
lievers] all may be one, as thou Fa- 
ther art in me,and I inthec, that they 
alſo may be one in us, with ver. 23. 
Or that other Text, 1 John 4. 16. 
He that dwelleth in Love, dwelleth 
in God, and God in him ? But for 
the word Unity, which he uſes, if 
he means by it any more than a 
cloſe Union, 1t implies a contra- 
diction, that two ſhould be one ; 
that a Duality ſhould be an Uni- 
ty. This (faith he) 7s made an 
Article of Faith by our Saviour”s par- 
ticular and expreſs Commana, He 
muſt mean, that Mr. Edwards's 
own ſenſe of that Text is com- 
manded as neceſſary to Salvati- 
on, elſe he ſays no more of that 
than the Author allows concern- 
ing both that and other Scrip- 
tures. If he means his own ſenſe, 
then I think he's an inconſiderate 
and raſh Man; for I have ſhew'd 
that his ſenſe is contradictious, 

Here Mr. Edw. calls in queſti- 
on the ſincerity of' our Author, 
and, pag. 109. ſays, © It 1s moſt 
« evident to any thinking and 
conſiderate Perſon, that he pur- 
poſely omits the Epiſtolary Wri- 
« tings of the Apoltles, becauſe 
they are fraught with other Fun- 
« damental Dotrines, belides that 
& one which he mentions. 

I will not queſtion Mr. Edwards's 
ſincerity in what he writes, but [ 
queſtion much his due conlidering 
what he writes againlt, Does 


not our Anthor make in effe&t the 
ſame Objection againſt himſelf, 
pag. 291. and anſwer it in four- 
teen pages, even to the end of his 
Book ? but Mr. Edr. takes notice 
of very -little of it. And the 
moſt of that he does take notice 
of, he anſwers with a little Rail- 
lery upon the Bulk of Mankind, 
the unlearned Multitude, the Mob, 
and our Author, His note upon 
theſe Phraſes, 1s, Surely this Gen- 
tleman is afraid of Captain Tom, 
and is going to make a Religion for 
his Myrmidons. - We are come to a 
fine paſs indeed ;, the vencrable Mob 
muſt be ask*d nhat we muſt believe. 
Thus he ridicules the Doctrine of 
Faith, on which the Salvation or 
Damnation of the Multitude de- 
pends, and the Grounds of our 
Author's Deſign; who finding in 
Holy Scripture,thatGod would have 
all Men to be ſaved, and come to 
the KNOWLEDG of the Truth ;, 
the Goſpel was preacl*d to the Poor, 
and the common People heard Chriſt 
Sladly that God hath choſen the 
Poor in this World, rich in Faith ; 
he concluded (when he had over- 
come the prejudices of Educati- 
on,and the contempt ofthe Learn- 
ed, and thoſe that think them- 
ſelves ſo) that the Goſpel muſt 
be a very intelligible and plain 
Doctrine, ſ/uted to Yulgar Capaci- 
ties, and the State of Mankind in 
tois World deſtin*d to I,atour and 
Travel ;, not ſuch as the Writers and 
Wranglers in Religion have made it. 
Fo this Mr. Ew. anſwers (be- 

= lides 


{119es what I have noted above) 
and is forced to agree, That all 
Aen ought to underſtand. their  Relt- 
Zion - but then asks (as of a po- 
iitive thing not to be doubted) if 
Men may not underſtand thoſe Arti- 
cles of Faith which he kad mention'd 
a little before, pretended to be 
found in the Epiſtolary Writings, 
which are generally form'd 
not in Scripture-Terms, and a- 
bout which there is ſuch endleſs 
Contentions] when they be . ex- 
plain?d to them, as well as our Au- 
thors Article, Teſus is the Meſſiah ? 
Nay he is confident that there is 
no more Difficulty in underſtand- 
ing this Propolition [The Father, 
Son and Holy Ghoſt, are one God or 
Divine Nature} than in that other 
of our Author ( ſee;pap. 120.) 
when yet the World knows to its 
Coſt, that this Article has exer- 
cis'd all the greateſt Wits of the 
Church theſe fourteen or fifteen 
hundred Years to underſtand the 
Terms, and take away the Con- 
tradictions : and at this Day the 
Engliſh Trinitarians have molt 
fierce Contentions among them- 
ſelves about the meaning of it. 
The nominal Trinitarians agree 
with the Unitarians, that the Re- 
aliſts, that hold three real Per- 
{ons, are Tritheiſts; and the Re- 
aliſts agree with the Unitarians, 
that the Nominals or Modaliſts 
deltroy the Reality of the Eternal 
Son and Holy Ghoſt, and are Pa- 
tripaſſians or Sabellians. Beſides, 


Mr. Edw. knows that each of theſe 
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Parties are at vaſt difference a- 
mong themſelves; they ealily find 
Inconſiſtences or Contradictions 
in one anothers Explications ; ſo 
that ſuppoſing there be but ten 
different Trinitarian Hypotheſes, 
(I think there are more) every one 
has mine againſt him, all which 
he looks upon as faulty ; and they 
on the other Hand do all reject 
his. They reject them I ſay, not, 
as the Biſhop of Sarum, in his Let- 
ter to D. W. pag. 56. would 
paliate Matter, as having the 
ſame Ads of Piety and Adoration, 
though different ways of Explaining, 
either the Unity of the Eſſence, or 
the Trinity of the Perſons ;, but as 
having different As, except we 
can have the ſame Idea's when we 
worſhip three Gods, as when we 
worſhip one only; or when we 
worſhip one all-perfect Perſon, as 
when we worſhip three ſuch; or 
when we worſhip one real Perſon, 
and two nominal Ones, as when 
we worſhip three Equals; or 
when we worſhip one ſelt-exiſtent 
God, and two dependent Gods 
not ſelf-exiſtent,as when we wor- 
ſhip three Self-exiſtents, and the 
I:;ke. Again, Mr. Edw's Propo- 
ſition 1s never once found in Holy 
Writ ; but our Author's often 
exprelly. He uſes Terms in ſuch 
a Senſe as they are never us'd in 
Scripture, for Divine Nature is 
never put there for God; nor does 
the word GOD, or one God, ever 
ſignify Father, Son and H. Ghoſt, 
but always one ſingular Perſon ; 
and 
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and throughout the Holy Scrip- 
tures from the Beginning to the 
End, God is ſpoken of, and ſpoken 
to, as one only Perſon, and by 
Terms and Pronouns that ſignity 
ſingularly, and never otherwiſe. 


God indeed does twice or thrice. 


ſpeak of himſelf Plurally, as Per- 
ſons of Dignity and Dominion do 
often, But our Author both his 
Words in Form, and his Explica- 
tions are all taken out of Scrip- 
ture; and in the Days of our $Sa- 
viour and his Apoſtles, there was 
no difficulty in underſtanding 
them. The moſt illiterate Fiſher- 
men and Shepherds, and Women, 
knew what was meant by FESUS, 
and what by Meſſiah: The only 
Queſtion was, whether the Pro- 
poſition Feſus 15 the Meſfſrah, was 
to be affirm®d,. or denied. But 
notwithſtanding all this, Mr. Ed. 
ſays, Truly if there be any Difficul.- 
ty, it 1s in our Author's Propoſition ;, 
why pray? For here is an He- 
brew word firſt to be explain'd be- 
fore the Mob can underſtand the Pro- 
poſition : But by his favour, the 
word Meſſrab is by our Tran:la- 
tors adopted into the Engliſh 
Tongue, and the common People, 
the Rabble (as Mr. Edw. 1s pteas'd 
to call them) underſtand it as 
well as they do the Chriſt or the 
Anointed, and alſo the Explicati- 
ons of thoſe Terms, provided 
they uſe to read either themſelves, 
or hear others read the Holy 
Scriptures. But the word Meſſiah 
was In our Saviour and the Apo- 


ſtles Time moſt common amon:; 
the Jews: therefore our | Au- 
thor deſigning to repreſent the 
Preaching and Faith of that Time, 
choſe to uſe it more frequently 
than any other Term, ſee pag. 30. 
But I preſume Mr. Edw. brought 
in this Objection, only as a Diver- 
/z0n, If he really think as he ſays, 
it's a ſharp Reflection upon all the 
Learned Trinitarian Controver- 
tilts upon this Point ; except they 
take it more candidly for an Invi- 
tation to their Reverences and 
right Reverences, to come to the 
molt Learned Mr. Edw. to inform 
their Underſtandings, and ſolve 
all the Difficulties that make them 
at ſo great Odds one with ano- 
ther: And it's to be hoped he will 
give ſucha clear Explication of the 
Trinity, as will fatisfy the Myſte- 
ry-men or Ignoramns-Trinitari- 
ans, that at length they may un- 
derſtand what they now profeſs 
to believe without Underſtand- 
INg. 

But to return, for all this will 
ſeem a Digreſſtion except the 
Reader pleaie to remember it is 
for a Vindication of our Anthor 
from Mr. Edw's nard charge, 0; 
purpoſely omitting the Epiſtolary 
Writings, becauſe frought with 9- 
ther Fundamental Dodrines be/ides 
that one which he mentions . Among 
thoſe, Mr. Edw. reckons chiefly 
and more eſpecially — The DoFrine oj 
the ever to' be adored Trinity, emi- 
nertly atteſied 1a ti5ſe Epiſtles. This 
Doctrine he has given 1s in his 

PrODO- 


Propoſition above diſcourſed, and 
has attempted to ſhow (againſt 
Matter of Fad in all Ages, and 
eſpecially in this preſent Time) 
that this Fundamental ought not 
to have been omitted becauſe of its 
Difficulty or Unintelligibleneſs ; 
for it is (he faith) leſs difficulr 
than that of our Author, Jeſus ts 
the Meſſiah ;, but how ſucceſsfully 1 
leave to conſideration, But if it 
be Unintelligible, or Contradicti- 
ous, at leaſt to the Bulk of Man- 
kind, then - it's impoſſible it 
ſhould be a Fundamental Arti- 
cle; and therefore our Author 
needed not purpoſely to omit the E- 
piſtolary Writings of the Apoſtles, 
for fear of finding it there, ſince 
Mr. Edw. himſelf cannot find it 
there, nor in the Bible. 

But what ſays he to our Au- 
thor's full Anſwer to the Queſti- 
on, about the Uſefulneſs of the 
Epiſtles, though the Belief of ma- 
ay Dotrines contained in them be 
not neceſſary to Salvation ? Our Au- 
thor anſwers, © 1. That he that 
© will read the Epiſtles as he 
ought, muſt obſerve what ?tis 
in them is principally aim'd at ; 
—for that is the Truth which 
is to be receiv'd and believ'd, 
and not ſcatter'd Sentences in 
Scripture-Language, accommo- 
dated to our Notions and Pre- 
© judices. What ſays Mr. Edw. 
to that? 2. [for I abridg] 


a 3 yy E ©. 
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© There be many Truths in the 
© Bible, which a good Chriſtian 
© may be wholly ignorant of, and 
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© ſo not believe; which perhaps 
* ſome lay great ſtreſs on, and 
* call Fundamental Articles, be- 
* cauſe they are the diſtinguiſhing 
* Points of their Communion. 
What ſays Mr. Edw. to this ? 
© 3. The Epiſtles were writ to 
© thoſe who were 1n the Faith,and 
true Chriſtians already; and fo 
could not be deſign'd to teach 
them the Fundamental Articles 
and Points neceſlary to Salyati- 
on. This he ſhows from the 
Addreſs of all the Epiſtles, or 
ſomething noted in them. © 4 
© Their reſolving Doubts and re- 
© forming Miſtakes, are of great 
* Advantage to our Knowledg 
© and Practice. 5. The great 
© Dodtrines of the Chriſtian Faith 
© are dropt here and there, [He 
has cited ſome ſuch Paſlages in the 
Proof of his Propoſition]. —* We 
© ſhall find thoſe neceſſary Points 
© beſt in the Preaching of our Sa- 
* viour and'the Apoſtles. 6. The 
Epiſtles, beſides the main Ar- 
gument of each of them, do in 
many places explain the Funda- 
mentals, and that wiſely,by pro- 
per Accommodations to the ap- 
prehenſions of thoſe they were 
writ to. Which he ſhows par- 
ticularly in the Epiſtle to the Ro- 
mans, and that to the Hebrews ; 
alſo in the general Epiſtles. At 
length, © Theſe Holy Writers 
* (faith he) inſpird from above 
© writ nothing but Truth; and 
* in molt places very welghty 
© Truths to us now ; —But yet 
* every 
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© every Sentence of theirs, muſt 
© not be taken up and look*d upon 
© 2s a Fundamental neceſſary to 
© Salvation, without an exphlicite 
© Belief, whereof no Body could 
© bea Member of Chriſt's Church, 
&c. For (faith he, pag. 299. ) 
'tis plain, the contending Par- 
ties on one fide or Cother, are 
ignorant of, nay, disbelieve the 
Truths deliver?d in Holy Writ, 
as I noted before. 

This little I have tranſcribed 
out of our Author for the ſake of 
thoſe, who perhaps have not his 
Book, but have Mr. Edwards's, and 
that it may appear how unfairly 
(to ſay no worſe) Mr. Edw. deals 
with our Author,ſaying, pag. 111. 
He paſſes by theſe inſpired Writings 
with ſome contempt , alſo he ſug- 
geſts his inſincerity to the Reader, 
But I have ſeen a Letter from a 
Gentleman of no ordinary ludg- 
ment, who ſays, — *© Mr. Edwar1s 
© has not only miſtook Mr. Lock, 
© but abus'd and belied him : for 
© he ſays, Mr. Lock cites only the 
Goſpels and Ads, but declares 
(or inſinuates) his contempt of 
the Epiſtles, as if they were not 
of like Authority with the Acts 
or Goſpels ; but Mr. Lock has 
no where intimated any ſuch 
Opinion. His Book ( ſaith he ) 
ſhows, He has read the Scrip- 
tures with very great Obſerva- 
tion, as well as Judgment ; he 
ſuffers nothing to eſcape him, 
that belongs to the Subject he 
manages. 
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He names our Author Mr, Lock, 
which I am aſſured he does by 
common Fame and Conjecture ; 
he has no other Grounds for it, as 
neither have I, no more than Mr. 
Edwards. Whether we awe miſ- 
taken or not in his Name I know 
not, but I think I have proved 
that Mr. Edw. 15 much miſtaken 
in his Judgment concerning his 
Book, or has perverſily cenſur'd 
him and it. Hes ſo far from con- 
temning the Epiſtles, (as Mr. Edw. 
accuſes him) that whoeyer will 
take the Pains to reckon, he will 
find he has quoted them, and re- 
ter*d to them near FOURSCORE. 
times. And Mr. Edw. is no leſs 
Injurious in his Cenſures vpon 
other Writers: In the very Soci- 
nian Dodrine it ſelf (laith he) there 
ſeems to be an Atheiſtical Tang. For 
proof, he cites the Con/aderations 
on the Explications of Do@. of Trin. 
pag. 5- Where (faith he) the Self- 
exiſicnce of God, which is the Pri- 
mary, Fundamental, and Eſſential 
Propeity—of the Deity,is peremptorily 
pronouncd by them to be a CON- 
TRADICTION. It's ſtrange a 
Man of Mr. F4wards's Under- 
taking, ſhould give forth ſuch a 
Calumny. His Ldp. of Worceſter 
ſays, If God was from Eternity, he 
muſt be from himſelf. That Au- 
thor anſwers, that that is an E- 
ſpouſang the Cauſe of the Atheiſts, 
and he gives this Reaſon; If God 
1s from Eternity, be muſt be of none ; 
neither of (or from) himſelf, nor 
from any other ;, not from himſelf, for 
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then be mujt be before he was 5 and 
aeithcr from himſelf, nor from any 
other, becauſe all Origination of 
what kind ſoever 1s inconſs iftent with 
an Eternal Being, Is tins now Pe- 
remptortly to pr onounce, that the 
Self-exiſtence of God 1s a Contra- 
diction? or 1s 1t not to vindicate 
the Self-exiſtence of God from a 
falſe Notion of it, occalion'd by 
the Biinop's words? But what 
will Mr. Edw. ſay to the Author of 
the XXVIII Propoſitions, &c. 

(who, they ſay, is the Biſhop of 
Glouc.) who peremjptorily denies, 

nay fays, It is a ji! C ontradi@i- 
01, to ſay that the ſecs; 1d and third 
Perſons (of the Trinity) are Self- 
exiſtent 2 (Prop. 8.) Conſequently 
neither of thceri1 is God « becauſe 
(as Mr. Edw, ſays) Sclf-exiſtence is 
the Primary, Fundamental, and Eſ- 
ſential Property of God, whuch yet 
neither tie Son nor the H. Ghoſt 
have. I wiſh Mr. Edw. would 
either reconcile himfelt to the Bi- 
ſhop, or the Biſhop to him, be- 

fore he charges an Atheiſtical Tang 
upon the Socinian DoEri ine, upon 
account of the denial of Gods 
Self-exiſtence, which he may ſee 
ftrongly a! firm'd in the —_ 
ons on the ſaid Propn'iitions, 

As for Socinns's —— the 
Preſcience of Contingencies, I 
am not, nor 1s our Anurhor con- 
cern'd in it; bur which 1s more 
diſhonourable to God, to be the 
Author of all the Sin and Wick- 
edneſs that ever was, or ever 
will be in th2z World ; or to de- 
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ny his Fore-knowledg of the cer- 
tainty of that: which is not cer- 
tain. Socinus and Creilins have de- 
nied ſuch an immenlity of God, 
which makes him to be elle: ntially 
and wholly in every point .of 
Space; becauſe ſuch Immenſity 
would take away all Diltintion 
between God and Creature, and 
has indeed an Atheiftical Tang ; 
for the greater part of Atheiſts 
hold the Univerſe. to be God ; 
hence Lucan, Jupiter eſt quodcungz 
vides, auocung; moveris, Which 
opinion, ſome of the Antient Fa- 
thers have wrote againſt ; as Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, and others. 
Mr. Edw. may charge them all 
with a Tang of Atheiſm if he 
pleaſe. As for God's Spirituali- 
ty, modeſt Divines confeſs it ea- 
fier to ſay, What it 15 not, than what 
it 15, Mr. Edw. per haps has at- 
tain'd to ſuch a perfection of 
Knowledzg in that Matter, as may 
make him able to teach them what 
they are now 1gnorant of : But So- 
cinus nor Crellizs, nor any other of 
them ever denicd,contrary to moſt 
expreſs, and often repeated Scrip- 
tures, and common Reaſon, the 
moſt glorious Attribute of God's 
Unity, which gives Excellency to 
all his other Attributes : tor were 
Selt-exiſtence, Omniſcience, Im- 
menlity and Spirituality, and all 
other Attributes common to more 
than One ; where would the Ex- 
cellency and Majeſty of God's 
Name be ?/ How ſhould we love 
and adore him with ailour Hearts 
and 
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and Strength, when there are 0- 
thers that require it and have as 
equal right to 1t as he ? But Mr, 
Ew. will count himſelf highly in- 
jur?d, it I charge him with de- 
nying God's Unity : but hold a 
lirtle, be not angry ; It you be, 
Take heed it be not more for your 
own ſake, than for God's fake : 
Do you not ſay, that the mfnite 
Nature of God is communicable to 
three diſtin} Perſons ? pag. 79. and 
pag. 120. That the Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt are one God, or Divine 
Nature? Are not theſe Terms 
convertible ? namely, That one 
God is Father, Son and H. Ghoſt, 
that is, three Perſons ? and what 
are three Almighty and only wiſe 
Perſons, but three Gods ? The 
Father is one God, the Son 1s one 
God diſtin& from the Father, and 
the Holy Ghoſt is one God di- 
ſtint trom the Father and Son. 
Thus your Propoſition amounts to 
this, That one God is three Gods, 
that the Unity of God 1s a Trini- 
ty of Gods. That Unity or One- 
neſs is no longer an Attribute of 
God, but Trimty or Threeneſs, But 
we cannot be heard, let us make 
out your Contradictions never fo 
clearly: nay, you impute 1t to us 
as a heinous Crime, that we make 
it an Argument againſt the be- 
lief of your Trinity, that 1t can- 
not be underſtood without Con- 
tradiction, You impute to us moſt 
injuriouſly, that we are to admit of 
nothing but what 1s exadly adjuſted 
to Nature's and Reaſon”s Light, pag. 


68. Tlat therefore the Trinity 1s 6 
Dorine that can't be born, becauſ: 
it can't be underſiood, pag. 69, and 
that the Engliſh Unitarians declare 
they cannot believe it, becauſe Renſor 
does not teach it, pag. 72. This 15 
a Topick the Trinitarians do al- 
ways inlarge upon, and urge with 
a great deal of Pomp ia them- 
ſelves, and Ignominy in the Uni- 
tarians, as Perſons that prefer 
their own Reaſonings before Di- 
vine Revelation how clear ſoever. 
And though this Calumny has 
been anſwer'd and wip'd away, 
and retorted upon them a hun- 
dred Times, yet Mr. Edw, will 
{till confidently charge it. He 
cites the Letter of Reſolution for 
proof of it, and therefore has 
read it, but paſſes by the Anſwer 
to this Imputation, which is to be 
found in the very firſt Page of it, 
where thus; © Firſt, ?Tis not true, 
* that we prefer Reaſon before 
© Revelation; on the contrary, 
© Revelation being what GOD 
* hiraſelf hath ſaid, either imme- 
© diately, or by infpired Ferſons ; 
*tts to be preferr'd before the 
cleareſt Demonſtrarion of our 
Reaſon. And in the Con/ader. 
on Explic. on 4 Serm, anda Sermon 
of the Biſhop of Worceſter, the 
Author ſays: © He utterly miſtakes 
* In thinking that we deny the 
© Articles of the new Chriſtia- 
* nity, or Athanaſian Religion, 
© becauſe they are Myiterics. or 
c 
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becauſe we do not comprehend 
them ; we have a clear and di- 
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ſtint Perception, that they are 
not Myſteries but Contradicti- 
ons, Impollibilities, and pure 
Non-ſenle. 
But now that the Trinitarians 
do moſt expreſly prefer their Rea- 
ſoning, Conſequences and wire- 
drawn Deductions before Holy 
Scripture; belides that it has 
been done in the Notes upon the 
Athanaſian Creed, and other 
TraQts, I ſhall ſhew further from 
Mr. Edwards's Fundamental Do- 
Ctrine, but now recited; if at 
lealt the Trinitarians will acknow- 
ledg him for their Orthodox 
Champion. | 

1. It's manifeſt he means by the 
one God, not one Divine Al- 
mighty Perſon, but three. ſuch ; 
but nothing 1s more evident in 
Holy Scripture, than that God 1s 
one Perſon only. For proof of 
it, I have referr'd my Reader to 
the Scriptures from beginning to 
end, in more than twenty thou- 
ſand Texts, even as often as God 
is ſpoken of, or to, or ſpeaks of 
himſelf(except as I have ſaid). But 
Mr. Edw. ſays expreſly, that his 
God is three diſtin Dzyvine Perſons, 
to wit, the Father of the Son, the 
Son of the Father,and the H. Ghoſt 
which proceedeth from the Fa- 
ther and the Son. 2, He fays, 
that theſe three diſtin Divine Per- 
ſons, [each of which is God in 
the moſt perfect Senſe] 15 the only 
true God, or the one God, or Di- 
vine Nature. The Propolition 
which he advances, as neceſſary to 
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Salvation, and more eaſy to be under- 
ſtood than that Jeſus is the Meſſiah, 
is, That the Father, Son and Holy 
Gboſt are one God, or Divine Nature. 
Whereby it's manifeſt, that by 
ONE GOD he means not one Per- 
ſon, but one Divine Nature ;, and 
by one Divine Nature he means 
ſuch a Divine Nature as is com- 
municable to three diſtin Perſons, 
ſee pag. 79. So that his three 
Perſons which are one God, are 
ſo one God as they communicate 
in one Divine Nature ; in like man- 
ner as Peter, James and John are 
one Man, becauſe they communi- 
cate in one Human Nature, as do 
alſo all the Men in the World. 
Now I ſhall cite ſome Texts of H. 
Scripture, which do exprefly de- 
clare that God is ONE; and that 
cannot otherwiſe be- underſtood 
than that heis one Perſon, or ſin- 
gular intellequal Nature, Eſ- 
ſence or Subſtance. Here let me 
premiſe firſt, How Zquivocally 
Mr. Edw. and the Trinitarians ex- 
preſs themſelves in this great and 
neceſſary Point, on which de- 
pends our Eternal Salvation; and 
whereby the Bulk of Mankind (for 
I think that's a far more decent 
Phraſe than Mr. Ednw*s Rabble, or 
Captain Tom and his Myrmadons, 
or the venerable Mob) cannot e- 
ſcape being deluded. He and 
they confeſs alſo, that there is 
but one God, though three Perſons 
inthat one God ; but by one God 
they do not mean (as I have ſhew- 
ed from Mr, Edw.) one /ingular in- 
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telleFual Nature, Eſſence, or Sub- 
ſtance compleat, for that 1s a 
Perſon; and if they did, the 
Contradiction would preſently ap- 
pear to every Capacity, to wit, 
that three Divine Perſons are one 
Divine Perſon ; but they (as Mr. 
Edw.) ſay, The Father, $on and 
Holy Ghoſt, or the three Divine Per- 
ſons, are one God, or Divine Nature, 
Eſſence or Subſtance. Hereby they 
conceal from their poor honelt 
Reader, thirſting after Truth, 
thas God is one intelleFual Per- 
fe&t Nature, Eſſence or Subſtance, 
and make him believe by that 
concealment, that though there 
are three Divine zntellcFual per- 
fe& Natures, yet there 15 but one 
Divine Nature or Go. 

I am alſo willing to premiſe, 
that the Greciſm of a ſolitary Ad- 
jective Maſculine, or Article 
without a Subſtantive (where the 
Diſcourſe is of intellectual Beings) 
doth frequently,if not always con- 
note PERSON ; and our Engliſh 
Tranſlators have in many Texts 
render'd it Perſon, as the clear 
Senſe of the Greek Text, not as 
a word ſupplied in another Cha- 
racer to explain the Text, but in 
the ſame Character as a verbal 
Tranſlation. Inſtances of this 
rendring are theſe among many 
others ; Mat. 27. 24. Of this juſt 
[Perſon] Luke 15.7. Ninety nine 
juſt | Perſons] As 17. 17.—The 
devout [Pcrions] Eph.5.5.—un- 
clean { Perſon | 2 Pet. 3. 11. 
What manner ot | Perſons. ] In 


theſe places there is nothing in 
the Greek to anſwer the word Per- 
ſon, but what 1s implied in the 

Adjective. : 
Tocome now to the Texts that 
aſſert the Vnity or Oneneſs of God, 
againſt Mr. Edw's Trinity or T bree- 
neſs; or that God 1s one intel- 
lectual Nature, or one Perſon, a- 
gainſt Mr. Edws's one Divine Na- 
ture, or three Perions : ſee Jam. 2, 
19. according to the Greek, Thou 
believeſt that God is ONE, thou 
doſt well. Gal. 3.20. But God is 
ONE. Mark 12.29. The Lord 
our God, the Lord is ONE, faith 
our Saviour out of the Law, to 
the Scribe that asked him, which 
is the firſ® Commmndment of all ? 
And Jeſus anſwerd him, the firſt of 
all the Commandments 1s, Hear, O 
Iſrael, the Lord our God, the Lord is 
one, And thou ſhalt love the Lord 
thy God with all thy Heart, &c. 
And in the 324 ver. The Scribe ſaid 
unto bim, Well Maſter theu haſt ſaid 
the Truth, for God is ONE, and 
there 1s none othcy but he. And 
ver. 34. —TJeſus ſaw that he an- 
ſwer'd diſcreetly. Our Bibles refer 
us to Dzut. 6. 4, 5- whence our 
Lord takes this his Anſwer, and 
where we find the ſame Words, 
which by Ainſworth are alſo ren- 
der'dd, The Lord our God, the 
Lord 1s ove. Now in theſe Scrip- 
tures the Numeral Adjective 
Maſculine, being without. a Sub- 
ſtantive and Singular, it forces us 
to underſtand in every place. 
Perſon. So that we nothing doubt 
but 
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but the- Tranſlators would have 
render*d every where God 5 ONE 
PERSON, it they had not been 
prepoſleſſed with the Opinion of 
God's being three Perſons; the 
like to which they have done in 
many other Places. But in that 
Anſwer of the Holy Jeſus to him 
that called him Good Maſter, Mat, 
19. 17. it's not poſlible to avoid 
it; 1, That God is a Perſon ; 
2. That he 1s but one Perſon ; and 
3. That he is GOOD in an emi- 
nent Senſe above all other Per- 
ſons whatſoever. For thus he 
ſays, Why calleſt thou me GOOD ? 
None [or no Perſon] 5 good but 
one [Perſon] the God. How 
ſtrangely perverſe would it be to 
underſtand this Text 1n the Tri- 
nitarian ſenſe, wiz. None, or no 
Perſon ts good but one, the Father, 
Son and Holy Ghoſt 2 or thus, None, 
or no Perſon 1s good but one, 1, e. the 
Divine Nature ? 

Again, 2. Conſider we theſe 
Texts, and ſee what ſenſe we can 
make of them, if God be not one 
Perſon only, al. 2. 10. Hath not 
ONE GOD created us ? muſt we 
ſay with Mr. Edw. Hath not ONE 
Father, Son and Holy Gboſt | or one 
Divine Nature that 1s not a Per- 
ſon] created us ? Rom. 3. 30.T here 
is one God who juſtifies, ©c. Trin. 
There is one Father, Son and H. 
Ghoſt that juſtifies, Zech, 14. 9. 
Hebr. In that Day the Lord ſhall be 
ONE, and bs Name ONE. How 
ſhould the Lord be one and his 
Name one, if the Lord be three 


diſtin&t Perſons, and his Name 
Father, Son and Holy Gholt ? Iſa. 
37.16, O Lord of Hoſts, God of 
[ſracl, thou dwelle(t between the 
Cherubims, thou art the God, e- 
ven thou alone, of all the King- 
doms of the Earth ; thou haſt made 
Heaven and Earth; Pſal. 86. 10, 
T04 art great and doſt wondrous 
Works, thou art God alone. 2 King. 
19. 19. — That all the Kingdoms 
arth may know that thou 


/ 44.24. &c. Iam the Lord that 
maketh all things, that ſtretch- 
eth forth the Heavens alone, that 
ſpreadeth abroad the Earth by my 
ſelf. Nehem. 9g. 6,Xc. Thou even 
thou art Lord alone, thou hatt made 
Heaven —the- Hoſt of Heaven 
worſhippeth thee. * Iſa. 37. 20.— 
That all the Kingdoms of the 
Earth may know, that thou art the 
Lord, even thou only. 2 King.19. 
15. Jude 4,—denying the only Lord 
God, and our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 
1 Tim. 2.5, There is one God, and 
one Mediator between God and 
Men, the Man Chriſt Jeſus. 
Epheſ. 4. 5. One God and Father of 
all, who is above all and through 
all, and in you all. Iſa 46. g. 
For I am- God, and there 1s none 
elſe; I am God, and there 1s noxe 
like me. 1 King, 8. 23. Lord God 


of Iſracl, there is no God like thee 
in Heaven above, or in Earth be- 
neath,—Yer. 60. T hat all the Peo- 
ple of the Earth may know that 
the Lord is God, and that there is 
Ifa. 44. 6. I am the 

Firſt, 


none elſe. 
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Firſt, and I am the Laſt, and be- 
ſides me there is no God, Yer. 8, Is 
there a God be/ides me 7 yea, there 
is no God, I know not any. Ia. 45. 
1 amthe Lord "there is none elſe, 
there is no God beſades me, Verſe 
6.—There is none beſides me, Tam 
the Lord and there 1s none elſe, 
Ver. 14.—Saying, ſurely God t5 in 
tbee, and there 1s none elſe, there 
is 0 God. Wer. 21 .—Have not [I 
the Lord? and there is no God elſe 
beſide me, a juit God and a Savi- 
our, there i is none be/1de me. . Ver. 
22. Look unto me,and be ye faved 
all the ends of the Earth, for [ 
am God, and there 1s none elſe. 
Deut.4. 35. Unto thee it was ſhew- 
ed, that thou mighteſt know that 
the Lord he 1s God, an tnere 15 none 
elſe beſide him. 1 Chron. 17. 20. 
O Lord there is none like thee, net1- 
ther 1s there any God beſtdes toee. 
Exod. 34. 14 For Lhou ſhalt wor- 
ſhip 19 other God, for the Lord 
whoſe Name is ]ealous,is a jealous 
God. Det. 32.39. See now that 
I, even I am he, and there is #9 
God with me, 2 King. 5.15. Be- 
hold, now I know that there is #9 
God in all the Earth, but in Iſrael, 
2 Sam:22.32, For who 18 G24 ſave 
the Lord ? See the lame words in 
Pſal. 18, 31. 1 Cor, 8. 4.— There 
iS none . other God but one. I con- 


clude with the firſt and chicſeſt of 


the Ten Commandments given 
from Mount Sinai, Exod. 20. 3: 
Thou (halt have no other Gods before 
me—1 the Lord by God am a jea- 
lous God ; and that of the Lord 


Jeſus, when himſelf was tempted, 
Matth. 4. 10. Thou ſhalt worſhip 
the Lord thy God, and him only ſha [ 
thou ſerve. The meaning plain- 
ly is, lama Jew, and ſubje& to 
the Law of the Jews, I am com- 
manded therein to- worſhip the 
Lord my God, and to ſerve him 
only. 

Theſe Scriptures do fo clearly 
prove, that God is a Perſon, or a 
perfect intellectual Nature or Sub- 
itance, and that he is only oxze ſuch ; 
that to deny either of theſe Pro- 
politions, is to me to deny the 
Truth of Holy Scripture, not on- 
ly in ſome obſcure and doubtful 
Text, but in the Current of it, 
and in the chief Fundamental of 
all Religion. And Mr. Edw. in 
allerting there are three ſuch Per- 
ſons in one Divine Nature, ren- 
ders in effect the whole Bible void 
and uſeleſs for the proot of any 
Propoſition whatſoever it be. If 
this, that God 1s an abſolutely 
perfe&t Being, and therefore a 
Perſon, (for Perſons are the moſt 
perte&t of Beings or Subſtances) 
and but one ſuch, cannot beplain- 
ly and undeniably prov'd from 
Scripture, it's utterly in vain to 
attempt to proveany thing. For 
it's manifeſt that to allert THIS, 
is the chief Aim and Deſign of all 
the Holy Writers, and that they 
are m2ſt zealous and vehement in 
It. And herein lies the Contro- 
verſy between the Trinitarians 
and the Unitarians; we allert 
with the greateſt plainneſs, and 

tulneſs, 
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fulnels, and clearneſs of Holy 
Scripture, as ever any thing was 
or can be expreſt, that God is 
ONE in the moſt perfec# ſenſe of 
Oneneſs, (which 1s by all Men that 
underſtand the Word) in a per- 
{onal Senſe. But the Trinitarians 
do on the contrary contend, that 
God is not One, but Three 1n that 
perſonal Senſe, and One in a leſs 
perfect Senſe; which is not Per- 
{onal, but common to many : 
Whici is a Senſe that dethrones 
God, and makes him either 4 
Third of the one God, or one of 
the Three, that created and go- 
verns the World, and is to be a- 
dor*d by Men and Angels. For 
they cannot deny but that in wor- 
ſhipping the Father our God, we 
worſhip one God; But they rage 
againſt us, becauſe we do not wor- 
ſhip beſides him, and diſtin& from 
him.the Son as pertectly God as he; 
as difterent from him as a real Son 
is from a real Father, and ano- 
ther Perſon as really God as ei- 
ther the Father, or the Son, and 
as really different from the Father 
and Son, as he that is ſent is from 
him that ſent him. And this 1s ſo 
evidently true, that (as I have 
obſerv'd) almolt one half of the 
Trinitarians conſent with the U- 
nitarians, in condemning the 0- 
ther Party of Trinitarians as Con- 
felſors of three Gods. 

But that I may give yet fuller 
Evidence of this Fundamental 
Truth of the Unity of the Per- 
ſon of God againſt the Trinity cf 


Perſons in him, I ſhall in the third 
place produce ſome Texts that a- 
ſcribe ſome PerfeCtions to the Per- 
ſon of God ſingularly, and with 
excluſion of all other Perſons in 
that Senſe and Degree. Such are 
thoſe, where the Holy Jeſus fays, 
None [or no Perſon] t5 good - but 
one, the God, which I have urged 
before: and that in Joby 17. 3. 
where the Bleſled Son in his Prayer 
to God, (wherein it were abſurd 
to ſay that he pray'd to himſelf) 
calls him Father, and the only true 
God; and that indiſtintion from 
himſelf, whom he deſcribes by 
the Names of Feſus Chriſt, him 
whom the Father hath ſent. This 
Particle oxly, imports ſome Excel- 
lency in the Attribute of true, 
which is here given to God his 
Father, above and with excluſion 
of all others, or it ſignifies no- 
thing. Rom. 16. 27. To God only 
Wiſe be Glory through Feſus Chriſt 
for ever. Amen. Here again the 
Attribute of only Wiſe is aſcrib'd 
to the Perſon of God in diſtintion 
from Jeſus Chriſt as the Medium of 
the Glory which 1s given to the 
only Wiſe God. 1 Tim.6, 15,16. 
God is called, the bleſſed and ONLY 
Potentate, the King of Kings, and 
Lord of Lords; who ONLY hath 
Immortality, &c. which are all 
perſonal Titles, from which all 
other Perſons are excluded by the 
excluſive Particle only : for there 
can be but one Potentate who is 
King of Kings in the higheſt 
Senſe, and much more when only 

is 
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4s 2dded. When Chriſt is called 


King of Kings, and Lord of Lords, 
(Rev. 17. 14. and 19. 16,) It's 
manifeſt it's to be underſtood in a 
derivative Senſe, hecauſeall Power 
in Heaven and Earth was given 
to-him as the Lamb that had been 
ſlain 3 and therefore he 1s repre- 
ſented as clothed with a Veſture 
dipt in Blood, in that 19 Chap. 
ver.-13. Who only bath Immortait- 
ty : that is, (as Dr. Hammond ſays) 
God ts Immortal in himſelf, (not 1n 
three Selfs) and all Immortality of 
others 15 derived from bim, In the 
ſame Senſe is the Lord God Al- 
mighty called, in Rev. 15. 4- only 
Holy, becauſe he only is Holy of 
himſelf; and as it is underſtood, 
1 Sam. 2, 2, There 15 none Holy as 
the Lord. Now in theſe and ſuch- 
like Paſſages of Holy Scripture, 
the Trinitarians and Mr. Edw. 
muſt underſtand by God three Per- 
ſons ; by Father, the Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt; by Thou, Ye; 
by Him, Them ; by Himſelf, Them- 
ſelves; and thoſe Words the 
Scripture hath in the ſingular 
Number, muſt be underſtood by 
them plurally, IYs no marvel 
then that they call their Dodrine 
a Myery, and that there is ſo 
much diſſenſion among themſelves 
concerning it, ſince it cannot be 
underſtood in any Senſe, which is 
not either contradi&ious in It 
ſelf, or ſo to the full Current of 
Holy Scripture. 

In like manner, 4tbly, all thoſe 
Texts (which are not a few) in 


which God is named the 3noſt High, 
the moſt bigh God, the Lord the moſt 
High, God moſt High, the Higheſt ; 
whether theſe Titles be Subject 
or Attribute, mult all be under- 
ſtood, not of one Perſon, or a 
ſingular knowing and willing Sub- 
ſtance, but either of a Subſtance 
that is not a Perſon, or elſe of 
three equal Perſons: And all this 
by virtue of that ſcholaſtic and 
unreaſonable Diſtinction between 
Perſon and Eſſence ;, or as Mr: Edw. 
words it, The infinite Nature of 
God communicable to three diſtin(t 
Perſons, ( Pag. 79.) which Diſtin- 
ction being abſurd in it ſelf when 
underſtood, they obtrude upon 
the World under the Name of 
MYSTERY and Incompreben(;- 
ble, 

5thly. Beſides, that the Holy 
Scriptures are ſo abundant in thoſe 
Texts that clearly ſhew him to be 
one Perſon only, as I have fully ma- 
nifeſted ; yet I may ſtill urge from 
the ſame Texts and others, that 
the Father only, whom the Trini- 
tarians acknowledg to be but one 
Perſon, is that God, that God alone, 
that one God, that God who 15 One, 
the moſt bigh God, and no Perſon 
elſe beſides him. I produced be- 
fore the Text in Join 17.3. to 
prove that the PerfeQion of being 
THE ONLY TRUE GOD, 15 
aſcrib*d to him as being one Pcr- 
ſon only. Now I urge from the 
ſame Text, that that Perſon is 


' the Father of the Son, in expreſs 


diſtinction from the Son and all 
D others. 


others. Next, that Text in 
1 Cor. 8. 5,6. Though there be that 
are called Gods, whether in Hea- 
wen or in Earth, (as there be Gods 
many, and Lords many ); but to us 
there 1s but one God, the Father, of 
whom were all things, and one Lord 
Teſus Chriſt, by whom are all things, 
and we by him. Which words do 
plainly aſſert, that that Perſon 
who is the one God of Chriſtians 
in excluſion of all thoſe that are 
called Gods, (and in ſome Senſe 
may be ſo)- is none but the Fa- 
z#her ; and in diſtinction from the 
Lord Jeſus, who was made Lord 
and Chriſt in a. moſt. excellent 
manner, after his Reſurrc&tion. 
This Text muſt be underſtood by 
the Trinitarians thus ; There 15 none 
other God but three Almighty Per- 
ſons :—There are Gods many, and 
Lords many, but unto us [| Chriſti- 
ans] there is but one God or Divine 
Nature, the Father, Sn and Holy 
Gho# ; each of which 1s the one 
God of Chriftians, and not the Fa- 


ther only. See next Epheſ. 4. 4,. 


5,6. There 1s one Spirit—one Lord 
—one God and Father of all. Where 


the one God and Father of all is. 


clearly differenced from -the one 
Spirit and the one Lord. Now 
ſee Mat. 24.35. But of that Day 
and Hour knoweth none [or no Per- 
ſon] (for of neceſlity it muſt be 
ſo underſtood) no not the Angels of 
Heaven, but my Father only. St. 
Mark hath it—neither the Son, but 
the Father, Theſe parallel Texts 
prove, 1, That the Perſon of the 


A 
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Father is the Perſon of God; for 
none but that Perſon could then 
know the Day and Hour of Judg- 
ment: And, 2.. that the Father 
only is that. Perſon of God in ex- 
clulion of all other Perſons, both 
Angels and Men, and of the Son 
himſelf. What ſhall we ſay of 
them, who in flat Contradidion 
to this Scripture,and the Son him- 
ſelf, aſſert, That the Son knew 
the Day and Hour of Judgment 
as well as the Father ? Let usnext 
compare that Paſſage in 1 Tim. 2. 
5. (which I cited before) with 
1 John 2, 1.. The former faith, 
There 15s one God, and one Mediatoy 
between God and Men, the Man 
Chrift Jeſus. 
any Man fin, we have an Advocate 
with the Father, TFeſus Chrift the 
Righteous. By which conſider'd 
together, it appears that the one 


God and the Father are the ſame 


Perſon, for only a Perſon is capa- 
ble of being interceded to, and 
the Mediator and Advocate the 
ſame : So that the Father is the 
Perſon of God, as well as the Ad- 
vocate is the Perſon of the Media- 
tor. 
ſee this Point (v:z. that the Father 


only is the moſt high God) fully: 


and learnedly argued and defend- 


ed, let him- read- Crellins*s two: 


Books of One God the. Father, out 
of which 1 have tranſcribed much. 
In what a many Places of Scrip- 
ture 1s Chriſt called the Son of God, 
and the Holy Spirit the Spirit of 
God? In every of which either 


The latter ſays, If 


But if the Reader deſire to- 


God: 


o 
; 
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God muſt be taken for the Father 
only, or Chriſt muſt be the Son of 
himſelf, and the Holy Spirit the 
Spirit of himſelf, both which are 
abſurd. 

Again, how many» places of 
Holy Scripture are there, where 
ſome Prerogative 1s given to the 
Father above Chrilt, as John 14. 
28. My Father 15 greater than I ? 
How aſham'd are the more inge- 
nuous Trinitarians of that An- 
ſwer, to this Objeftion againlt the 
Deity of the Son, which ſays, 
The Son was leſs according to his Hu- 
man Nature John 10. 29. My 
Father is greater than all. It's ma- 
nifeſt from the Context, that the 
Son himſelf is included in that 
word ALL. 1 Cor. 11. 3. The 
Head of Chriſt is God. Chrilt is 
not the Head of himſelf, there- 
fore the Father only is God. How 
often do Chriſt and the Divine 
Writers call the Father his God ? 
John 20. 17. I aſcend to my Fa- 
ther and your Father, to my God 
and your God. In Rev. 3. 12. 
he calls the Father my God four 
times. Mat. 27. 46. and Mark 
15. 34. he cries out, My God, my 
God, why haſk thou forſaken me ! 
His God was only the Perſon of 
the Father, and not God the Di- 
vine Nature, which according to 
Mr. Edw. is common to three Per- 
ſons. Ephbeſ. 1. 17, —The God of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the Father 
of Glory. Heb.1.8. Where Chriſt 
is called a God, he is alſo ſaid to 
have a God, who anointed him. 


Was he his own God, and the 
God that anointed him? or was 
the Father only? John 10. 18, 
This Commandment bave I received 
of my Father. He only is God 
who gives Commandments to the 
Son. John 12. 49. The Father that 
ſent me, he gave me a Command- 
ment what 1 ſhould ſay, and what 
I ſhould ſpeak. John 14. 31. As 
the Father hath given me Command- 
ment, ſo I do. John 15. 10. As I 
have kept my Father's Command- 
ment, and abide in his Love. See 
Chap. 4. 34. and 6. 38. and 8. 
29,55. and 17.4. and 18.11, Add 
thoſe places wherein it's clearly 
taught that Chriſt obey'd God, 
Rom. 5.19. Phil. 2.8. Heb. 5. $. 
God calleth Chriſt bis Servant, Iſa. 
42.1. Mat. 12.18. Iſa. 49. 5,6. 
with A&s 13.47. Iſa. 52.13. and 
$3.11. Ezck. 34. 23, 24. and 37. 
24,25. Helis called —a Miniſter 
of the SaniFuary, Heb. 8. 2. All 
theſe Texts, and a hundred more 
(ſay the Trinitarians) are an- 
{wered by the Diſtinction of a Di- 
vine and Human Nature in one Per- 
ſon, or the ſecond Perſon of God 
his having a Human Nature : So 
you are to uvnderſtand that this 
Perſon of God, who is here ſaid 
to be a Servant, to receive Com- 
mands and obey them, &c. is yet 
as perfectly Great as he, from 
whom he receiv'd thoſe Com- 
mands, who has no Prerogative 
above him. The Servant is as 
great as his Lord, and he that O- 
bey'd as he that Commanded, and 
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ne that is ſent as he that ſent him ; 
yea,* the ſame God is Servant 
and Lord, the Obeyer and Com- 
mander, the Sent and the Sender. 
When all theſe Prerogatives of the 
Father above the Son, and conie- 
quently above the Holy 5pirit, 
will not prove the Father on:y to 
be the moit High God ; of what 
uſe can the Holy Scriptures be to 
us? What ſhall be the Difference 
between Holy Scriptures and pro- 
fane Writings? May not all the 
Greek Fables of their Gods, be 
juitified by the ſame, or ſuch like 
Diſtinctions ? O Father of Mer- 
cies, enlighten their Underſtand- 
ings, and remove their Prejudi- 
ces, that they may no longer de- 
ny thee the Glory due to thee a- 
bove all ! | | 
Neither is it to be paſled by, 
that to the Father only 1s aſcrib'd 
in Holy Scripture, the Creation 
of Heaven and Earth, to Chriſt 
never ; though in a_ certain way 
of ſpeaking, common to the: Sa- 
cred Writers, many things, or all 
pertaining to the new Covenant 
or Goſpel, are ſaid to be. created 
(that is, modelled or- put into a 
new and hetter State) by him. So 
in that antient Confefſion of Faith, 
calPd, The Apoſtles Creed, the Cre- 
ation of Heaven and Earth is 


appropriated to the Father ; and . 


both in thoſe Apoſtolical Times, 
and to this day, Prayers and Prai- 
ſes are offer d to the Father 
through Chriſt, and the Gift of 


the Holy Spirit is begg'd of him: - 


which clearly ſhews the Preroga- 
tive of the Father above the Son 
and Holy Spirit; and conſequently 
that he only is that Perſon, whom 
we. ought to underſtand by -the 
Name of GOD. 

In fine, The God of Abraham, 
of Iſaac, and of Jacob, the God 
of the Fathers, and the Father of 
Chriſt,are Deſcriptions of one and 
the ſame Perſon : So Aﬀs 3.1 3.— 
The God of our Fathers bath glorifi- 
ed his Son Jeſus : and Heb; 1. 1. 
God who—ſpake in times paſt, to the 
Fathers by the Prophets, hath— ſpoken 
to us by his Son. So that they who 
make the Son to be the God of 
the Fathers, make him to be his 
own God and Father. 

But becauſe I think it may give 
farther Light and Evidence to this 
great Point, wherein the Glory 
of God, even the Father, is ſo 
much concern'd ; I will yet fur- 
ther ſhow from many plain Texts, 
ſet ſo as they may give Light one 


to another; that the God of the + 


Fathers, and the God and Father 
of Chriſtians ; or our God and Fa- 
ther, and the God .and Father of 
our Lord Chriſt; our Heavenly 
Father and his Heavenly Father ; 
his God and our God, is one and 
the ſame Perſon, I preſent them 


by Couples, the firſt ſpeaking of 


Chriſt, the ſecond of us. 


See Rom, 15. 6.. That ye may 
glority God, even the Father of 


our. Lord. Jeſus Chriſt, . 


Pbll.. 4. 
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Phil. 4. 20. Now unto God our 
Father, be glory for ever and ever, 


2 Cor.1.3. Bleſſed be God, even 
theFather of our Lord Jeſus Chrilt, 
the Father of Mercies. 

Rom. 1. 7; Grace be to you, and 
Peace from'God our Father, and 
the Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 


Col. 1. 3. We. zive thanks to 
God, and the Father of our.Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt. 

Eph. 1. 2. Grace to you, and 
Peace from Godour Father, and 
from the Lord Jeſus Chrilt. 


2 Cor. 11.31. The God and Fa- 
ther of our Lord Jeſus - Chriſt 
knoweth that] lie not: 


1 Theſ. 1. 1. Grace be toyou,. 


and Peace from God our Father, 
and the Lord-Jeſus-Chrilt. 


Heb.1.8. Unto the Son'he ſaith, 
Thy Throne, O God, is for ever 
and ever. Thou haſt loved Righ- 
teouſneſs, and hated Iniquitg, 
therefore.God even thy God hath 
anointed thee with. the Oil of 


 Gladnels above thy Fellows. 


Phil. 1.2: Grace be unto you, 
and Peace from God our Father, 
and the.Lord Jeſus Chrilt. 


Epheſ. 1. 3. Bleſſed be. the God 
and Father of. our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt. 

1 7im. 1.2, Grace, Mercy and 
Peace from God our Father, and 
Jeſus Chriſt our Lord. 


E9v. 1.17, That the God of 
our Lord Jclus Chriſt, the Father 
of Glory, may give unto you the 
Spirit, Oc. 

Col. 1.2. Grace be unto you, 
and Peace from God'our Father, 
and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 


1 Pet:1, 3. Bleſſed be the God 
and Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Chrilt. 

, 2 Theſſ.2.16. Now the Lord Je- 
ſus himſelf, and God: even onr 
Father, @c. 


Fob 20. 17. Jeſus ſaith to Xa- 
ry, I aſcend to my Father and your 
Father, and tomy God and to 
your God. 

Gal.1. 4. Who gave himſelf for 
our Sins—according to the will of 
God and our Father, 


Mat. 27. 46. Jeſus cried—ſay- 
ing, My God, my God, why haſt 
thou forſaken me ? 

Philem. 3. Grace be to you, and 
Peace from God our Father, and 
the Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 


Rev. 3. 12. Him that overcom- 
eth, will I make a Pillar in the 
Temple of my God, and write np- 
on him the Name of my God, &c. 

2 The]. 1. 1,—Unto the Church 
of the Theſſalonians in God our 
Father, and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 


John 17. 1. —Jeſus lift up his 
Eyes to Heaven, and ſaid—-Fe- 
ther, Glority thy Son. 

Mat. 22: 


At. 23. 9. One 1s your Father 
which is in Heaven. Pſal.115. 3. 
Our God is in the Heavens. 


Thus we ſee there is one God 
and Father of all (Epheſ. 4.6.) 
both of Chriſt, and Believers the 
Children of God; the ſame Per- 
ſon is the God and Father of both. 
It's abſurd to ſay, that Chriſt the 
Son is his own Father, or his own 
God; ſo it's plainly contrary to 
Scripture to ſay, that any other 
Perſon is our God or our Father 
(in the higheſt Senſe) but the ſame 
who 1s Chriſt's God and Father. 
That it is ſo, I appeal to the ſe- 
Tious Thoughts of every Man and 
Woman that reads the Scriptures 
attentively, without the preju- 
dice of Scholaſtick and confus'd 
DiſtinQtions. 

Now I ſhall further produce 
you many couples of Scriptures, 
which prove expreſly, that the 
Name of GOD (when taken by 
way of Excellency) and the Name 
of FATHER (in Chriſt's Goſpel) 
do ſignify the ſame ſingular Per- 
ſon. So that no one 1s or can be 
God, who is not alſo the Father ; 
which Term is acknowledged to 
fignify but one Perſon. This ap- 
pears from the Scripture, attri- 
buting the ſending of Chriſt, or 
the Son, ſometimes to God, ſome- 
times to the Father, and both fre- 


quently. 


John 3. 34, He whom God bath 
ſent, Speaketh the Words of God ; 
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for God giveth not the Spirit by 
meaſure unto him. 

Chap.14. 24. The Word which 
ye hear is not mine, but the Fa- 
ther's who ſent me. 


As 10. 36. The Word which 
God ſent to the Children of I/- 
racl, preaching Peace by Jeſus 
Chriſt, 

John 5.30. I ſeek not mine own 
Will, but the Will of the Father 
which hath ſent me. 


Ats 3. 26. God having raiſed 
up bs Son Jeſus, ſent him to bleſs 
you. 

John 12. 49. The Father which 
ſent me, he gave me a Command- 
ment what | ſhould ſay, and what 
I ſhould ſpeak. 


1 Jobn 4. 10. Not that we loved 
God, bunt that he loved us, and 
ſent his Son to be the Propitiation 
tor our Sins. 

Chap. 4. 14. And we have ſeen 
mand do teſtify, that the Father 
{ent the Son to be the Saviour of 
the World. 


Gal. 4. 4. God ſent forth his 
Son made of a Woman. 

Fohn 6. 39. And this is the Fa. 
ther?s Will that hath ſent me. Se 


Ver. 44+ 4 


1 John 4.. 9. In this was mani- 
feſted the Love of God toward 
us, becauſe God ſent his only be- 
gotten Son into the World, &c. 


John 5, 


< 
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John 5. 24. He that heareth my 
Word, and believeth on the Fa- 
ther 'that bath ſent me. 


Rom. 8. 3. God ſending his own 
Son in the likeneſs of ſinful Fleſh. 

John 20.. 21, Then ſaid Jeſus, 
As my Father ſent me, even ſo 
ſend 1 you, 


Fob. 3.17. God ſent not his-Son 
to condemn the World. 

Chap. 5. 23. He that honoureth 
not the Son; honoureth not the 
Father which ſent him. 


Joh.6.29.. Jeſus anſwered, This 


is the Work. of God, that ye be- 

lieve on him whom he hath ſent. 
Chap. 17.25. O Father, theſe 

have known that thou haſt ſent 


me. 


John 17.3: This is Life Eternal, 
that they might know thee (Fa- 
ther) the only true God, and Je- 
ſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent. 

Chap. 10. 36. Say ye of him 
whom the Father hath ſanctified 
and ſent into the. World, Thou 
blaſphemeſt, becauſe I ſaid, I am 
the Son of God ? 


John 16. 27. The Father him- 
ſelf loveth you, becauſe ye have 
—believed that I came out from 
God. 

Ver. 28. I came forth from the 
Father, and am come into the 
World; again,I leave the World, 
and 20 to the Father, . 


Ver. 30. By this we believe that” | 
thou cameſt forth from God. 


John 3.16. God fo loved the 
World, that he gave his only be- 
gotten SON—. 

Chap. 8. 18. I am one that bear 
witneſs of my ſelf; and the Fa- 
ther that ſent me beareth witnels- 
of me. 


Fobn'$. 42. For I proceeded 
forth and came from God; neither 
came I of my ſelf, but he ſent me. 

Chap. 5. 36. The Works that FE 
do, bear witneſs that the Father 
bath ſent me. 


Hence it appears-molt evident-: 
ly, not only that God and the Fa- 
ther are the ſame Perſon, and that 
the ſame is as- plainly diſtinguiſht 
from our Lord Chriſt, as the Sen- 
der is diſtint from him that is 
ſent ;, but that the Son is no more 
the ſame God that ſent him, than 
he is the ſame Father that ſent: 
him. 

If Chriſtians will ſtill ſuffer. 
themſelves. to be impos?d up- 
on, under the Notion of MY-.- 
STERY, to believe that the Son 
of God is the ſame numerical God 
as his Father, who ſent him to 
do his Will, (not his own) and 
to be the Propitiation (or Mercy- 
ſear, Heb. 9g. 5.) for our Sins; 
that the only begotten or well-be- 
loved Son, whom the Father (firſt) 
ſan@ified and (then) ſent into the 
World, is the ſame God who ſan-- 

FHihed 


E&tfed and ſent him ; that-the mi- 
raculous Works which the Son 
did, did bear witneſs, not that 
the Father cven God had ſent 
him, but that the Son was that 
God, @&c. they ſhould no longer 
pretend, that their Faith concern- 
ing God and his Son Chritlt Jeſus, 
in what is neceſlary to cternal Life, 
is clearly and plainly reveaPd in 
Holy Scripture, but that they 
have learnt it by Tradition from 
their Teachers, which yet they 
can no more conceive the mean- 
ing of, without contradiction to 
Scripture and Reaſon, than the 
Papiſts can their Tranſubſtanti- 
ation, which they alſo believe un- 
der the Notion of Myſtery. Let 
none fay there is a wide Diffe- 
rence between the Faith of Pro- 
teſtants and Papiſts in theſe Ca- 
ſes, becauſe Tranſubſtantiation 
is contradicted by Senſe, the Tri- 
nity only by Reaſon ; for I appeal 
to any Man of Senſe, whether we 
may not be as certain that one 
Perſon is not three Perſons, nor 
three Perſons one Perſon, as that 
Bread is not Fleſh. If Proteſtants 
think themſelves excufable in that, 
let them not for ſhame blame the 
Papiſts in this. Andif both Pro- 
teſtants and Papilſts are faultleſs in 
theſe Points, -I ſec not but the 
Heathen Polytheiſts will be capa- 
ble of the ſame Charity. 

The New Teſtament Scrip- 
tures are ſo full of thoſe clear 
Diſtintions, and oppoſite Relati- 
ons, and Works of God, from the 
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Son of - God, that a Man muſt ina 
manner tranſcribe the whole Vo- 
lume to preſent them all. I have 
given my Reader a great number 
of Texts already; I will yet point 
him to ſome more, which he may 
read at his leiſure. See then 
1 John 4. ver.9t0 16. 2 Pet. 1.17, 
Rom. 16. 27, Fobn 6. 69. Jobn 5. 
26, 27. As the Father hath Life mm 
himſelf, ſo hath he given to the Son to 
have Life in himſelf, and bath given 
him Authority to execute Judgment 
alſo, becauſe he is the Son of Man. 
The Son of God had not this Life 
in himſelf, till it was given him 
by the Living God his Father, not 
becauſe he was God, but becauſe 
he was the Son of Man. But what 
Ears can hear, that Life and Au- 
thority were given by the ſame 
God the Father, to the very ſame 
God the Son? Or that any Life 
and Authority could be given to 
him that was God, who had al- 
ways from all Eternity, all Life 
and Authority in himſelf, and 
could never be without it ! But 
I am pointing you to ſome Texts 
of Scripture. Read alſo Rom. 1. 
9. Chap. $. 3,29, 31. Chap.s. 10. 
Epbeſ. 1. 3. 1 Jobn 1.5, 7. Chap.3. 
21,33, a3. 3. Ga. 1.1% 
Col. 1, 10,713. 1 Cor. 1.9. 1 John 
4.15. Whoſoever ſhall confeſs 
that Jeſus is the Son of God [nor 
that he is that God whoſe Son he 
is} God dwelleth in him and he 
in God. 1 Jobn 5. 9, 10, 11. 
Heb. 1. 1,2. Joh 3.16, 17. As 
3.26. 1 Theſſ.1.9,10. John 5.18. 
2 John 
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2 John ver. 3. Gal.4. 4. AFL 3.13, 
Theſe Texts do undeniably prove, 
that God is one Perſon only, to 
wit. the Father of the Son; and 
as the Son cannot be his own Fa- 
ther, ſo neither that God who is 
his Father. But I proceed, ſee 
Mat. 14.33. and 16. 16. Luke 1. 
35. Mark 1.1. Joha1. 34. and 
20, Zi. Theſe are written that 
ye may believe that Jeſus 1s the 
Chrilt the Son of God, and that 


through his Name. Tlie Apo- 
ſtle Jobn did not write his Goſpel 
(as ſome pretend) to prove that 
Jeſus was God, who was his Father, 
but that he was the Chriſt, or a 
Man anointed with the Holy Ghoſt 
and Power, the Son of that God 
who anointed him ; and that ſo 
believing we might have Life 
through him, Mark 1. 11. at. 
3.17. Luke 3.22. Mark 9.7. Luke 
9. 35. Heb. 1. 5. 1 Jobnt 4. 14- 
Mat.11. 27. Luke 10. 22, Jobn 1, 
14. and 3.18,29. and 14.28. and 
IF. 10. and 20.17. 

Againſt all theſe Scriptures,and 
many more that might be alledg- 
ed, it's urged that the Son is ſome- 
where called God [or rather 4 
God] in Scripture. To which I 
anſwer, that both Angels and 
Men are called God, and Gods, 
and Sons of God in Scripture ; ſee 
Exod. 7. 1. —I have made thee 
[Moſes] 4 God to Pharaoh. Exod, 
4. 16. compar*d with Chap. 3. 2,5. 
an Angel is called Jehovah and E- 
lobim in Engliſh, the Lord and 


God. Pſal. 8. 5. Thou haſt made 
him | Man? a little lower than the 
Angels; in Hebrew, than the Gods. 
And Judg. 13. 22. Manoab ſaid 
— We ſhall ſurely die, becauſe we 
have ſeen Gol; fo he calls the 
Angel that anpeared to him, Bur 
the word God taken by way of 
Eminency for the Father of all, 
ſigniftes alſo the God of Gods, 
Devut. 10. 17, Joſhua 22. 22. Pſal. 
136. 2, Oc. The moſt bigh God, 


believing ye might have Lite *Gen. 14. 18. Heb. 7. 1. And the 


Lord Jeſus being ſtoned and 
charged with Blaſphemy by the 
Jews, for ſaying, that hu and his 
Father were one, as we read John 
10. 29, 30, &c. he vindicates him- 
ſelf by the Authority of that 
Text, in Pſal. 82. 6. where it's 
Divinely written, I ſaid ye are 
Gods, ſpeaking of the Judges and 
Princes, who receiv'd their Au- 
thority and Power from God ; 
and all of you Sons of the moſt High : 
and argues from it thus, Say ye of 
him, whom the Father hath ſan@ifi- 
ed and ſent into the World, Thou 
blaſphemeſt, becauſe I ſaid, I am 
THE SON of God? Which is in 
eſte to ſay, I may with far great- 
er right than they, be called a 
God, or the Son of God, who have 
received from God far greater 
Authority and Power; bcing 
ſanttified to ſuch a Degree, and 
ſent among Men to preach ſuch a 
Doctrine and Wor!;, ſuch Mi- 
raculous Worxs, as plainly ſhew, 
that the Father is in me, and I in 
him; that 1s, there is ſuch a cloſe 
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Union between us, as-.if the F#- 
ther dwelt in me, and did the 
Works which I do, (dwelling as it 
were in him) and which cannot 
be done by any other Power. 
Whence I argue, that if in any 
Text of Scripture, Jeſus 1s ſaid to 
be God or a God, (tho he him- 
ſelf never ſaid he was God ; Nun- 
quam ſeipſe Deum dixit, as faith 
Latantius) 1t 1s to be underſtood 
of that Godlike Power, Autho- 
rity and Glory, which God his 
Father has conferr'd upon him 
for which he is to be honoured as 
the Father who ſent him, who a- 
nointed him, who raiſed him from 
the Dcad, and ſet him at his own 
Right Hand. So in Heb. 1.8, 9. 
where in the Words ſpoken of 
Solomon, Pſal. 45. he is called God, 
he is faid to have a God above 
him, who anointed him. Let 
them conſider who ſay, the Son 1s 
God in the ſame ſenſe as the Fa- 
ther, how they can clear them- 
ſelves of Blaſphemy. Such Per- 
fons look upon the Unitarians 
with Amazement and Horrour, 
bcauſe they will not take the term 
God in that Senſe as themſelves 
do: What! Deny Chriſt to be God, 
ſu expreſly ſpoken of him in Holy 
S-ripture / In the mean time, they 
do not refict upon themſelves, 
who make to themſelves (by un- 
deritanding Scripture in another 
venſe than Chriit underſtood it 
i) another God beſides the Fa- 
ther, who only 15 the true God. 
The UYnitarians acknowledg and 
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celebrate one God the Father, the 
] rinitarians do fo too, but they 
alſo acknowledg and celebrate two 
other Perſons, each of which is 
God in the ſame ſenſe as the Fa- 
ther, neither of which is the Fa- 
ther. Whichof usare ſafer, and 
in leſs danger of being Blaſphe- 
mers, and worſhippers of more 
Gods than one ? 

Theres nothing more manifeft 
in Holy Scripture, than that the 
only true God hath given to the 
Son both his Being, and all what- 
ſoever that he enjoys; he has ex- 
alted him to his Right Hand,given 
him all Power in Heaven and in 
Earth, as Pharaoh exalted Foſeph in 
Ezypt ;, only in the Throne (faith he) 
will I be greater than thou, But 
the Trinitarians will not ſuffer the 
Father to enjoy that Privilege ; 
They are aſham*d of that Son of 
God (and his words) who is not 
as great as his Father ; though he 
ſaid, My Father: 1s greater than I. 
They are aſham'd of his words; 
who ſaid, Of that Day and Hour 
—knoweth none, not the Son, but te 
Father only : and fay in Contra- 
dition to him, The Son did know 
that Day and Hour as well as the Fa- 
ther, and not the Father only. They 
are aſham®d of his Words who 
faid, IT can do nothing of my ſelf ;, 
I came not to do my own Will, but 
the Will of him that ſent me ; my 
Dodrine is not mine, but his that 
fent me ;, I—do nothing of my ſelf, 
but as the Father hath taught me [I 
ſpeak theſe things ;, I have not ſpoken 


of 
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of my. ſelf, but the Father that ſent 
me, be gave me a Commanament 
what I ſhould ſay, and what I ſhould 
ſpeak ;, The word that I ſpeak, I ſpeak 
not of my ſelf, but the Father that 
avideth in me he doth the Works, 
Theſe and many other Words 
and Sayings of the ſame kind, 
they ſeem to be aſham'd of, and 
ſay, and contend for it, that he 
could do all things of himſelf, that 
he came todo his own Will, that 
his Doctrine was his own, that he 
had no need of the Father's 
teaching, &c. They are aſhamed 
of thoſe words of Chriſt's ; 
Mat. 19. 17. Why doſt thou call me 
00d ? none 1s good but one, the 
God; and ſay none Is good but 
Three, God and God and God, 
or Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
Here let me obſerve to the Rea- 
der (as I have hinted above) that 
there is a conliderable Difference 
between that particle one in this 
Text, and the ſame particle one in 
that ſuppoſititious Text,1 Joh.5.7. 
Theſe three are one ; for here oze 
is of the Neuter Gender, as 1s 
manifeſt both in the Greek and 
Latin, and fignifhes as the ſame 
word does in 1 Cor. 3. 8. He that 
pxlanteth and he that watereth are 
one : but in the Text above, one 
is of the Maſculine Gender, and 
mnlſt be underſtood of one Perſon 
(or intelligent Being) whois good, 
and none but he, to wit, the 
God. If they were not hinder'd 
by ſtrong Prejudices, they might 
ealily ſee, that whatſoever they 


attribute to the Son, be it eter- 
nal neceſſary Exiſtence, Almigh- 
tineſs, or Omniſcience, &c. they 
take away from the Father there- 
by, not only the Glory of enjoy- 
ing thoſe Divine Excellencies a- 
lone, but alſo the Glory of his 
tree Goodneſs, and the Son's, and 
our Thankfulneſs for ſuch un- 
ſpeakable Benefits both to him 
and us, as he has been graciouſly 
pleas'd to give unto the Son, 
either in begetting him, or rai- 
iing him up in Time, or in re- 
warding him both for his and our 
Good. Nay, they make the Son 
uncapable of receiving thoſe great 
and glorious Rewards, of all Pow- 
er in Heaven and Earth given to 
him, of an everlaſting Kingdom, 
of a Name above every Name, of 
exaltation to the Right Hand of 
God, and the like, which the Scrip- 
tures are full of: For how could 
any of theſe Bleſſings be given to 
him that was God always, even 
from Eternity ? Could God ſit at 
the Right Hand of God in any 
ſenſe whatever? Theſe are the 
abſurd Doctrines, which make 
the Trinitarians contend fo fierce- 
ly one with another, and with us. 
God will judg the World, and be- 
tween them and us, by that Man 
whom he has ordained to be fudg of 
the Dead and Living. 

But to return to the Conlidera- 
tion of thoſe Texts that are al- 
ledg*d for the Son's being called 
God ;. that in Johz 1. 1. I have 
ſpoken of already, as alfo that 
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in 1 Timm, 3:16, That in Rom. 9. 
5- is read without the word God 
in the Syriac, and in the Writings 
of St. Cyprian, Hilary and Chry- 
ſoftom ;, whereby 1t's probadle it 
was not originally in that Text. 
But Eraſmus acknowledges that 


for a good Reading, which poiats. 


the Cliuſe ſo as to render it a 
Thankſgiving to the Father thus, 
The God over all be ___ for ever, 
to wit, for his Benefits in railing 
up Chriſt of the Fathers, @c. And 
it ſeems to have been ſo read by 
ſome of the Antients, for they 
reckon it among the Herelies to 
ſay, that Chriſt was God over all, 
as Origen contr. Celſ. and. others. 


In 1 Febn 3.16, The word God 1s 


not found but in very few Greek 
Copies; and if it be read there, 
admits of a good Senſe, without 
making God to die, who only 
hath Immortality, As alſo doth 
that Text in Ads 20. 28. which 
may be render*d, Feed the Church 
of God, which be hath purchaſed 
with the Blood of his own Son ; 
but the truer Reading according 
to the Syriac, the Armenian, and 
moſt antient Greek Bibles, 1s, 
Chriſt inſtead of God. Moſt of the 
Antient Fathers. read Cr:/} or 
Lord. Thoſe words in 1 Jobs 5. 
21, Thts 15 the true God, Wliich 
{ome refer to the Son, are plain- 
ly to be reter* to the Father, !ig- 
nified by him that ts true, through 
his Son Jeſus. Thy [He thar is 
true] (whoſe Son Chriſt 1s) #the 
true God, Laſtly, They urge that 


in Fohy 20. 28. where Thomas be- 
ing convinced by the clear Teſti- 
mony of his Senſes, that Chriſt 
was riſen from the Dead, an- 
{wered and faid unto him, 24y 
Lord and my God : which words, 

whether they are words of Ad- 
miration, reſpeting God that 
raiſed him from the Lead, or him 
that was raiſed to be a Prince and 
Saviour ( AG&s 5. 30, 31.) aLord 
and a God ; the term God cannot 
ſignify in this latter ſenſe, any o- 
ther than a God or Chriſt, made 
ſo by Reſurrection. ?Tis a clear 
Caſe, that the Evangeliſt could 
not intend by theſe words, to 
teach us that Jeſus was God, when 
he tells in the laſt Verſe, that 
they and his whole Book were 


written, That we might believe that 


Jeſus 15 the Chriſt the SON of God, 
and that believing we might have 
Life through buys Name. 

I have infiſted long upon this 
Point of the Oneneſs of God, 
partly becauſe it is a Matter of 
the higheſt Moment in Religion : 
partly to ſhew, that it our Au- 
thor had a Deſign (as Mr. Edw. 


ſays he had) to exclude the Belieſ 


of the Trinity (or Threeneſs of 
God) from being a Point neceſla- 
ry to Salvation, It was a Pious 
and Chriſtian Deſign; and that 
Mr. Edw. has been ſo far from of- 
fering any thing to prove that 
Faith to be ſo neceſſary. that he 
has not proved ita true Doctrine; 
but on the contrary,l have proved 
it to be falſe, and highly diſho- 

nourable 
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nourable to the. ever-bleſſed God 
and Father of Chriſt, contrary 
to the clear and full Current of 
Scripture, obſcuring the true 
Glory of Chriſt, and very inju- 
rious to the Feace and Hope of 
Chriſtians. 

Burt after all, whether our Au- 
thor is of my mind in this Mat- 
ter; or whether h&-beleves that 
the Doctrine of three coequal Al- 
mighty Perſons is a Truth, but not 
Fundamental, I cannot determine : 
but methinks Mr. Edwards's con- 
cluding him all over Soctnianiz'd 
in this Point, is done upon ſuch 
Grounds, as will argue the Holy 
Evangelitts to be alſo Socrnrans - 
for he ſays, This|Writer interprets the 
Son of God to be no more than the 
Meſſiah : and I am much perſwad- 
ed, that whoever ſhall read the 
Goſpels with any attention, will 
find the Holy Writers to be of the 
ſame Mind ; and our Author has 
fally prov*d it in his Book, but 
more particularly from pag. 48. 
toG1. and pag. 95. Yea the com- 
paring the Evangeliſts in the re- 
lation of one and the ſame Story 
alone may do it; for what in 
Matthew is expreſt by, Thou art 
the Meſſiah the Son of the Living 
God, chap. 16. 16. the ſame 1s in 
Mark, Chap. 8. 29. Thou art tre 
AMeſniah; and in Luke 9g. 18. The 
Meſſian of God. And if you Com 
pare 1 John 5.1. with ver. 4, 5. 
you will exlily ſee the Chr:/t or 
Meſſiah, 3.41 the Son of God, are 
Terms ot the ſame Import, Be- 


ſides, the very word Meſſiah or 
Chrilt {ignitying Anointed, and fo 
interpreted in the Margin of- our 
Bibles, Fobn 1. 41. is m the 49th 
verſe, underſtood by Nathanacl to 
be the Son of God, the King of 1f- 
rael, For the Kings of [/racl in 
the Letter and Type, were con- 
ſtituted Kings by Anointing ; 
hence God 1s ſaid to anoint David 
King over lirael, 2 Sam. 12. 7. 
and Pſal. 2.2. he 1s called the 
Lord's Anointed ;, but in werſes7, 
upon that very account, the Lord 
ſaid, Thou art MY SON, this Day 
bave I begotten thee. Now as the 
hrſt and ſecond verſes of this 
palm, are by the Apoſtles and 
Believers, applied to God's Holy 
Child [or Son ] Jeſus, who as 
David is called the Lord's Chriſt, 
Atts 4. 25, 26, 27. ſo upon God's 
railing again of Jeſus to be a Prince 
and a Saviour, the Apoſtle Pal 
does expreſly apply to him that 
glorious Proclamation in the 7th 
verſe, ſaying, As 1t is alſo written 
in the ſecond Plalm, Thou art MY 
SON, THIS DAY have I BEGOT- 
TEN THEE, Acts 13.33. And 
the Author to the Hebrews, Chap. 
1. 4, 5- ſpeaking of the Son's be- 
ma made better tan the Anzels, 
proves it irom this, that God /1id 
no: a; any time to 141 of then. as 
ne did unto Jeſns, [in his Tyne 
Davil) Toou art my Son, tits Day 
hauc I bezotten inee;, and in ks 
Type Solowir:, I will be t: bim 4 
Fatier, and ue frail be to wie a Sor, 
2 SAN, 7. 14, Joreover we have 
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ſeen before, that our Lord vindi- 
cates to himſelf the Name of the 
Son of God, by a Text out of the 
82d plalm,where the mighty Judg- 
es and Princes are called Gods, and 
Sons of the moſt High, John 10. 

Theſe things contider'd, will I 
think juſtify our Author 1n 1nter- 
preting the So of God to be no 
more than the Meſſiah, or will 
condemn the Divine Writers (if 
not the Meſſiah himſelf) in the 
{ame Crime. 

Anothes Evidence of our Au- 
thor*s being Socinan, is (accord- 
ing to Mr. Edw.) that ve expounds 
Joh.14.9,&c. after the Antitrinita- 
rian Mode, whereas generally Divines 
underſtand ſome part of thoſe words 
concerning the Divinity of our $4- 
viour, He ſays, —generally Di- 
vines, &c. By this mark thoſe Di- 
vines that do not ſo interpret, 
muſt be Socinians the Socmmans 
owe Mr. Edw. their thanks, for 
adding to their Number many 
Learned and able Divines ; but I 
doubt thoſe Divines will not thank 
him for it. But Mr. Edw, has 
Courage enough to call a moſt 
Learned and right Reverend Fa- 
ther, Wavering Prelate, and to 
bring in his Doctrine about 
Fundamentals, as favouring the 
Cauſes of Atheiſm, if he and thoſe 
other Divines agree not with him 
in their Sentiments. 

Another mark of Socinianiſm 
is. that our Author mates Chriſt 
and Adam, to be te Sons of God 
—by tioiir BIRT H, as the RACowUuans 
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generally do. That they both make 
Chriſt to be the Son of God by 
his Birth, and that truly accord- 
ing to that Text of Zuke 1.35, 
cannot I think be denied by any 
that duly conſiders the Place; but 
that either the one or the other 
make Adam, who was never born 
to be ſo, in like manner by his 
Birth, is Mr. Ezwardss Blunder, 
and not their Aſlertion. 

I have not taken notice of the 
other Fundamentals which Mr. 
Eqdw, reckons in his Syl{tem, (di- 
vers of which are not found . in 
Holy Scripture, either Name or 
Thing, expre!ly, or by conſe- 
quence) becauſe he inliſts chiefly 
on the Doctrine of the Trinity ; 
which however 1t is believed by 
Learned Men, to b2 in ſome ſenſe 
or other (they cannot agree in 
what ſenſe) a Truth; yet ſome 
of the molt j.carned of them do 
not believe ita kundamental and 
neceſſary Truth, particularly Mr. 
Limborch- (than whom this pre- 
{ent Learned Age does not afford 
a more Learned and able Divine) 
could not defend Chriſtian Reli- 
gion, in his moſt famous and 
weighty Diſputations againſt the 
Jews, without waving that Point ; 
one of which we have in his Ami- 
ca Collatio cum erudito Tudao, &c. 
the ableſt Jew (I preſnme) that 
ever wrote in Defence of Fudaiſm 
againſt Chriſtianity, Another 
Conference I am informed - we 
may hope ſhortly to ſee, in his 
Reduction of an eminent Perſon, 
who 
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who was upon the Point of for- 
ſaking the Chriſtian Religion, and 
embracing for-it that of the Jews 
at Amſterdam, when firſt the a- 
bleſt Syſtemers had tried their ut- 
moſt skill and could not effect it. 
Perhaps Mr. Edw. means him for 
one, when he ſays, our Author's 
Plau/ible Conceit found reception (if 
it had not its birth ) among ſome Fo- 
reign Authors belides Socinians, 
pag. 104. Indeed he had cauſe e- 
nough, for Mr. Limborch tells the 
Jew expreily (in the Book I na- 
med, Cbap. 9. Pag. 218.) Quand 
exigitur fides in Feſum Chriſtum, 
nuſquam in toto novo Teſtamento 
exigi ut credamus Jeſum eſſe ipſum 
Deum, ſed Feſum eſſe Chriſtum, ſeu 
Meſſiam olim promiſſum,. vel quod 
idem eſt, eſſe Filium Dei ;, quoniam 
appellationes Chriſti & filii Det inter 
ſe permutantur. © When we are 
© requir'd to believe in Jeſus 
& Chriit, we are no wherein all 
** the New Teſtament requir?d 
<« to believe that Jeſus is the very 
*« God, but that Jeſus is the Chriſt 
* or the Meſſtah, that was of old 
** promiſed,or which is the ſam me, 
* that he 1s the Sou of God; be- 
«* cauſe thoſe Appellations of 
© Chriſt and of Son of God are 
* put one for another. So that 
in Company of Mr. Limborch and 
other eminent Divines, as well as 
our Engliſh Biſhops and Doctors, 
our Auchor may ſtill believe the 
Doctrine of the Trinity to be a 
Truth, though not —_ yy, Ab- 
folutely neceſſary to mize one a 
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Chriſtian, 
tends. 
But why does he make mention 
of only the Right Reverend Fa- 
thers, one Reverend Doctor, and 
the foreign Divines and Socinians, 
as Favourers of this Plau/rble Con- 
ceit, of making nothing neceſſary 
and Fundamental, but what is E- 
VIDENTLY contain'd in Holy 
Scripture as ſuch; and ſo is accom- 
modated to the apprehenſion of 
the Poor, that hear and read the 
Scriptures, making them alſo ca- 
pable of being ſaved, though they 
are cither ignorant of, or do not 
believe aright thoſe Truths, 
which, though deliver*d in Scrip- 
ture, are yet either hard to be 
underſtood, or difficultly infer'd, 
or have no mark of Fundamental, 
either in themſelves, or in Divine 
Revelation ; and for thoſe Rea- 
ſons cannot be made evident to 
the deſpiſed common People, which 
the Lord Jeſus came to ſave as 
well as the Learned ? He might 
alſo have charg? the f1xth Arti- 
cle of the Charch of Enzland 
with this Pi4:/12:c Co which 
has ſo mnch Evil and Mſthicf i: 
it, tending to reduce tr, Catl ic 
Faith to moth Ag P28 122, t 01 
th 2t Article faith Unus : © Holy 
., Scripture co. \ratnetn all things 
© ncceilary to Salvation, fo that 
© whatſcoycr is not zead therein, 
nor niay be proved toereby, -is 
no: to be required of any Man, 
<& that it ſhoule bs bclieved as an 
*© Article of Fatiti. Odſerve here, 
that 
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that every neceſſary Article muſt 
be read -expreily, or at leait proved 
tyereby, and to whom is this Proof 
to be made ? even to the WEAK- 
EST NODBLES of thoſe that are 
requir'd to believe it. Abſolute- 
Iy there 15 not one Man or Wo- 
man of- the venerable Mob, that 
(according to Mr. Edw.) can be 
ſaved, becauie they cannot pol- 
ſibly have the Article of the three 
Perſons that are one prov*d to them 
from Scripture ; for it's evident 
the Learned, even of the Clergy, 
cannot prove 1t to one another, 
much leſs to vulzar Underſtand- 
.Ings. And Mr. Chill;agworth (the 
ableſt Defender of the Religion of 
Proteſtants, that the Church ever 
had) ſays (and ingeminates it ) 
— The BIBLE, the BIBLE, I ſay 
the BIBLE only is the Religion of 
Proteſtants ;, whatſoever elſe they be- 
lieve befades it, and the plain IRRE- 
FRAG ABLE and INDUBIT A- 
BLE Conſequences of it, well may 
tney bold it as a Matter of Opinion, 
but not as a Matter of Faith or Re- 
ligion ;, neither can they with conſ1- 
ſtence to their own Grounds beiieve it 
themſelves, nor require the Belicf of 
it from others, without moſt High 
aad moſt Schiſmatical Preſumption, 
Ch. 6. N. 56. Will Mr. E4- 
wards ſay, His Fundamentals are 
ſuch irretragable and indubitable 
Truths, about which there are 
among Proteſtants ſuch hot and 
ir;econciicable Contentions ? A- 
g4in, that moſt judicious Author 
lays this as the unmoveable Foun- 
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dation of his whole Diſcourſe 
again!t the Papilts, viz. That all 
things neceſſary to Salvation are e- 
vidently contain'd in Scripture ; 
as the Church of Enzland does, 
(ſee Pref. N. 30.) And he ſhows 
in the following Paragraphs, to 
N. 38, That all the Jeſuits Ar- 
guments again{t Proteſtants are 
contuted by it. But that's not 
all, the ſame Author after Dr, 
Potter affirms, That the Apoſtles 


Creed contains all thoſe points of 


Belief, which were by God's Com- 
mand of Neceſſity to be preached to 
all, and believed by ail: And yet 
he- ſays in the ſame Paragraph, 
That all Points in the Cree are not 
thus neceſſary ; See Chap. 4. N.23. 
Now what more or leſs hath our 
Author aſlerted in his wholeBook ? 
For I have ſhewcd out of him, 
and it's evident to the [mpartial ; 
that his Propolition, that Jeſus t5 
the Meſſiah or Chriſt, docs com- 
prehend or clearly imply all the 
Articles of neceſſary Chriſtian 
Faith in the Creed. For, though 
it was ſnfficient to conſtitute a 
Believer during the Life of Chriſt, 
to believe him to be the Chriſt, 
although they had no explicite 
Belief of his Death and Reſur- 
rection to come; yet aſterwards 
thoſe Articles were neceſſary, being 
undoubted Eaidences of his being the 
A1.:jſteah, as our Author pag. 3r. 
And therefore Mr. Fdw. is very 
injurious to him, 1a repreſenting 
his Propoſition, as1f it were only 
the believing the Man called 7cſus 
to 
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to be the Meſſiah, an Hebrew word, 
that ſignifies in Engliſh Anomted, 
without underſtanding what 1s 
meant by that Term, lee pag. 121. 

But why ſhould I expect that 
Mr. Edw. ſhould have any regard 
to Mr. Chillingworth's judgment, 
and all thoſe, the Vice Chancel- 
lour, the Divinity-proteilors, and 
others that licenſed and. approv- 
ed his Book, when he has none 
for the Pious and Learned Biſhop 
Jer. Taylor, and thoſe others : 
Nay, when thoſe numerous plain 
Teſtimonies, which our Author 
has quoted out of the Holy Scrip- 
tures themſelves, do but provoke 
his Oppoſition and Contempt ; 
though the Divine Writers add 
theſe Sanctions to the Belief of our 
Author's Propoſition, or of thoſe 
Words and Sentences that are of 
the ſame Import, and compre- 
hended in it, viz. He that belteveth 


ſhall be ſaved, or ſhall never thirſt, 


or ſhall have eternal Life, and the 
like: On the contrary, He that be- 
lieveth not ſhall be condemned, or 


(hall die in bis Sin, or periſh, and the 


like. However I doubt not but my 
impartial Reader will conſider 
both what my Author, and what 
my ſelf have ſaid in this Point. 
Having thus made it appear, 
that the reducing of the Funda- 
mentals of Chriſtian Faith to a 
few, or even to one plain Arti- 
cle deliver*d in Scripture exprel- 
ly, and often repeated there, and 
in divers equipollent Phraſes, eaſy 
to be underſtood by the POOR; 


and ſtrongly enforcing the Obe- 
dience of the Meffiah, (as is our 
Author's Propolition) 1s far from 
having any tendency to Atheiſm 
or Deiſm ; I ſhall now retort this 
Fparge upon Mr. Edw. and ſhow 

at on the contrary, the muliz- 
plying of ſpeculative and myſtcrj- 
ous Articles as neceilary, which 
are neither contaird in Scripture 
expreſly, nor drawn thence by any 
clear and evident Conſequence, but 
are hard to be underſtood, eſpeci- 
ally by the common People, having 
no rational Tendency to promote 
a good Life, but diredly to the 
high Diſhonour of the one God, 
the God and Father of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, and the ſubverſion 
of the Hope and Peace of Chri- 
Itians, as I have manifeſted in one 
and the chief of Mr. Edw's Fun- 
dainentals, and of other Syſte- 
mers : This I ſay has been, and is 
one great Cauſe, or chief occa- 
tion of that Atheiſm and Deiſm 
that 1s in the World. 

1. Mr: Edw, himſelf tells us, 
That © Undue Apprehenfions of 
** a Deity join'd with ſuperſtiti- 
*© on, are the high road to Athe- 
*« 1\m, pag. 34. —Therefore im- 
*© poling of falſe Doctrines, con- 
** cerning the Attributes of God, 
*© 15 very pernicious, for they are 
** deſtructive of his very Being 
* and Nature, But I have ſhew'd 
that the impoling of the Doctrine 
of three Almighty Perſons, or per- 
ſonal Gods, 1s a falſe Doctrine, 
and deſtroys one of the chief Ar- 
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tributes of God, therefore is (ac- 
cording to Mr. Edw.) deſtrutive 
of bs very Being and Nature, pag. 
35- Again, another of Mr. Edw?s 
Fundamentals is, That full Satiſ- 
fattion is made by the Death of Chriſt 
fo the Divine Juſtice which Db- 
ctrine docs clearly deſtroy the At- 
tribute of the Divine Mercy : for 
every one may readily perceive, 
that full ſatisfaction to Juſtice by 
Puniſhment, cannot conliſt with 
Pardoning Mercy ;, when a Judg 
puniſhes according to full Juſtice, 
he does not at all forgive or ſhew 
Mercy, But that tney may not 
be ſeen to deſtroy altogether the 
Mercy of God, they make him 
to inflict that Puniſhment upon 
himſelf in a Human Body and 
Soul. Will not theſe falſe concep- 
tions of the Deity expunge at laſt 
the Belief of the true one 5 Mr. Edw. 
ſays falſe ones will. 

2ly. Another occaſ1on, Mr. Edw. 
ſays, Atheiſts take from our Divi- 
frons, Broils and Animoſaties, from 
the many Parties and Squadrons of 
Seets that arein the World, to bid 
defiance to all Religion. And is it 
not manifeſt that thoſe Diviſions, 
Q&c. ariſe chiefly from thoſe Do- 
ctrines that are Mr. Edw's Funda- 
mentals? I have intimated alrea- 
dy, there are many Diviſions of 
Trinitarians, and how hotly they 
contend with one another, and 
upon Unitarian Principles. And 
whoever ſhall but peep into Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Hiſtory, may ſoon ſee 
that their Trinity has been ſach a 
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bone of Contention as has exer- 
cis'd the Wits and Pens of Church- 
men theſe 1402 Years; for ſo 
long it is, and longer ſince Chri- 
ſtians departed from the ſimpli- 
city of the Faith, as it was preach- 
ed by our Lord Chriſt and his 
Apoſtles. And now when the 
Unitarians and our Author would 
bring Chriſtians back to that fim- 
plicity, in which the Goſpel was 
preached to the Poor, and they un- 
derſtood it and receiv'd it ; this 
pious Deſign is ridicul'd, and the 
Salvation of the Bulk of Mankind 
is ſet at nought ; Mr. Edw.may well 
conclude that this conduct gives 
occaſion to Atheiſtical Perſons. 
3ly. He ſays, pag. 63. When 
Perſons obſerve that the very Divi- 
nity of our Bleſſed Lord and Saviour 
is toſs'd and torn by rude Pens—what 
can they think of the other great Ve- 
rities of Chriſtianity 2 But Mr. Edw. 
miſtakes, it's not the oppoſition 
that is made to the ſupreme Di- 
vinity of the Son of God, but the 
allerting it, that inclines Men to 
disbelieve Chriſtianity. Had ma- 
ny that are now Deiſts, been ſoon- 
er acquainted with the Doctrine 
of one God even the Father, and 
of one Man the Mediator between 
God and Men, it's very probable 
they would have continued Chri- 
ſtians; for there are ſome that of 
Deiſts have been reconcil'd to the 
Chriſtian Faith by the Unitarian 
Books, and have profeſs'd much 
Satisfaction therein. But I muſt 


confeſs it's a very handſome re- 
buke 
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buke Mr. Edw. gives to his own 
Party, when he blames the Anti- 
trinitarians, That they have provok'd 
ſome of them to an undecent ſort of 
Language concerning theſe Holy My- 
ſteries : ſo that ſome of theſe latter 
have hurt the Cauſe, it may be almoſt 
as much by their Defending it, as 
the others have by their Oppoſang it. 
I muſt lay up this for a curious Fi- 
gure in Rhetorick : He cuts ſome 
dignified Perſons through the Uni- 
tarians ſides; and ſo whoever 1s 
in Fault,they mult bear the Blame. 
But it the Unitarians have Truty, 
and neceſſary Truth on their ſide, 
then they are not faulty, even as 
Chriſt and the Apoſtles were not 
faulty, though they preach'd the 
Goſpel which ſet the Son againſt the 
Father,&c. and produc'd not Peace 
but a Sword - And the Reformers 
were not faulty in vigorouſly op- 
poſing the Popiſh Faith, even un- 
to Blood, But whoever will at- 
tentively conſider it, may ſee it's 
the Nature of the Trinitarian 
Dotrine,that it cannot be defend- 
ed without being expoſed, ſo 
that when the moſt Learned of 
the Party labour to defend it, 
they neceſſarily run into one Ab- 
ſurdity or other ; which being 
perceived by the next Learned 
Man, he expoſes him: and a Third 
ſees the weakneſs of each of 
them: and a Fourth Man ſpies 
Flaws in every of them. This 
produces various Hypotheſes, and 
makes them a Scorn to Atheiſts, 
and enclines others to Deiſm. 


For the obſcuring of a Contra - 
diction will not take it away. Con- 
tradictions are ſtubborn Things, 
and will never yield to any Re- 
conciliation whatſoever. God 
will never be more than One 
real Perſon, and One Perſon will 
never be Three real Perſons. 
And if Trinitarians will (as they 
do) make that a Fundamental of 
Religion, which contradicts the 
beſt Reafonings of Mankind, 
whereby they prove the Exiſtence 
of God and his Unity, viz. That he 
is that Being which IS neceſſarily and 
by himſelf, and fo conſaderd not in 
Kind, but in Ad ; wherefore if you ſuj- 
poſe moreGods then you will neceſſariiy 
find nothing in each of them why any 
of them ſhould be. Grotius de ve- 
rit, Chr. Relig. in initio. And 
if the Trinitarians cannot explain 
their Doctrine to one another, ſo 
as to clear it from introducing 
more Gods than one, no marvel 
then that looſe Men (who yet 
reaſon as the incomparable Gro- 
tius, and other Learned Men do) 
do thence deny there is any God 
at all, The Learned allow there 
Is not neceſlarily any God, if you 
ſuppoſe more than one: The 
Trinitarians ſay he is more than 
one; Men who think it their In- 
tereſt there ſhould be no God, 
conclude thence, it's equal in rea- 
{on to believe there is no God as 
three. And Mr. /Vorris joins them 
with his Suffrage in the Point ; [ 
think it (faith he) a greater Ab- 
ſurdity, that there ſhould be more 
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Gods than one, than that there ſhould 
be none at all. Re aſon and Relig.P.59. 

And it ſome Ven take occalion 
from ſuch reaſonings as theſe to 
turn Atheilts it may ealily be con- 
ceiv?d, that Men that are more 
Sober, and find ſtrong and irre- 
{iſtible Reaſons for the Exiſtence 
and Unity of God, but ſee clear- 
ly that Chriſtians worſhip Three, 
and belides that, hold divers 0- 
ther abſurd DoErines for Funda- 
mentals ; ſuch Men (I ſay) muſt 
of necellity forſake Chriſtianity, 
and turn Deiſts. Thus it's molt 
maniteſt, that the Unitarians take 
the dire& Courle to prevent A- 
theiſm and Deiſm, by letting the 
World ſee, that thoſe Fundamen- 
tals are no Doctrines of -Chriit ; 
but that the neceſſary Faith of 
Chriſt isa plain and ſhortNoctrine, 
eaſy to be underſtocd by the Poor, 
and clearly exprelt in Scripture, 4 
moſt reaſonable 1n it ſelf, and molt 
aZrecable to the Unity and Good- 
neſs of God, and other the Di- 
vine Attributes. 

I ſhall now in the 4th Place ſhew 
how the Obſcurity, Numeroulnets, 

and Difficulty of underſtanding 
Syltematical Feutel rentals pro- 
motes Deiſm, and ſubverts the 
Ghriftian Faith, and that in a no- 
torious Inſtance. It's matter of 
Fat, and evident to the whole 
\World, that the Ouatrs are a 
very numerous People,and form?d 
into a compact Body, in which 
they exerciſe ſtrict Diſcipline, as 
to what concerns their Party, 
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They will not own any other De- 
nomination of Chriſtians or 0- 
thers for the People of God, but 
themſelves ozly; all others are of 
the World. They utterly diſown 
the Scriptures as the Rule of Faith ; 
they decry it as Letter, Carnal, 
Duſt, &c. T heir Principle is, that 
their Religion 1s taught them by 
Inſpiration or Revelation of a 
Light within, whereof every Man 
has a Meaſure, but they only 
hearken to it, and obey it ; They 
give the Scripture the place of 
bearing witneſs to their inward 
Light, as the Woman of Samaria 
to Chrilt, They turn the Goſpel 
into an Allegory, and conſequent- 
ly make uſe of the Words and 
Phraſes of the Scripture, as that 
Cbri it s the Word, the Light, the 
Teacher, the Word in the Mouth and 
Heart , that Chriſt died,. and roſe, 

and aſcended, and is in Heaven, 
and the like ; butall in a myſtical 
or ſpiritual Senſe, as they call it. 
By all which things, and indeed 
by the whole Tenour of their 
Books, Preachings and Profeſlions, 
they appear to be Deiſts and not 
Chriitians. George Fox's Book, 
titled, The great Myſtery, will 

give full ſatisfaction in this Point, 
And they have all along been 
charg*d by 2tner Denominations 
to be 19 Curiſtians, and that Oua- 
keriſm 1s no Chriſtianity. However 


retaining ſtill the Words where-- 


in the Chriſtian Faith is exprelt, 
though inen equivocal Senſe z and 
baving ſome among them ( as 
George 
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Geerge Keith and others) who {till 
belicv?d the Goſpel in the proper 
Senſe, they made a ſhift to be re- 
puted generally Chriltians. And 
indeed this Conduct of theirs de- 
ceived even many of their own 
Party, which is manifeſt in /1]- 
liam Rogers of Briſtol, Francis 
Bugg, Thomas Criſpe, John Penny- 
man, and eſpecially in George 
Keith; who having been a Quaker 
about 3o Years, yet did not till 
within theſe three or four Years 
diſcover the Infidelity of the Pri- 
mitive and true Quakers, who are 
deſcrvedly calld Foxonians, be- 
cauſe holding the Principles of 
George Fox their Author. But G. 
Keith living,in Penſylvania, (where 
the Quakers were Governours, and 
might be free to open their Minds 
plainly) did then perceive they 
did not believe the Doctrine of 
the Apoſtles Creed, the ſummary of 
Chriſtian Faith, which made him 
preach it and contend for it more 
earneſtly. . This provoxd the 
Foxonians ſo far, that it came to a 
Breach and Separation, and at 
length to Impeachment, Fines and 
Imprifonment. Then G. Kew 
returns to Lo91don, where the mat- 
ters in Conteit between him and 
the Foxonians of Penſyluania, was 
taken into Conlideration, and had 
divers Hearings by the general 
Annual Meeting ot Qu1akers, 1694, 
who gave a kind of a Judgment in 
the Caſe, but no clearer Deter- 
nination of the principal Matter 
concerning Crit within, and Chriſt 


without, and the other Articles of 
Chriſtian Faith, than their for- 
mer equivocal Expreſſions. The 
next Year Ii6gy, at the like Ge- 
neral Meeting, they abſolutely ex- 
communicate G. Keith, and make 
this the Ground of it, viz. that he 
had not given due obſervance to 
their former Order, and was trou- 
bleſome to them in his Declara- 
tions, &'c. For he had ſtill conti- 
nued to preach frequently Chriſt;- 
anity as before. See a late Book, 
titled, Groſs Error and Hypocriſy 
detecFed, &c, The Reader I hope 
will excuſe it, that I have de- 
tain'd him in this long Story, be- 
cauſe it was necellary for me firſt, 
to prove the Quakers are Dei/ts, 

and then to proceed and ſheyv, 
Secondly, That the Obſcurity,, 
Ambiguity, and Numeroulneſs of 
Syſtematical Fundamentals, is that 
which 1s the chict Cauſe of their 
being ſo: For not being able to 
fatisfy themſelves in nnderſtand- 
ing and deter.aining the Truth 
and Certainty of thoſe Funda- 
mentals, for the proof of which 
Scriptures were ailedg'd ; but hs: 
of fo donbttul a ſenſe, and vari- 
oully interpreted by oppotite Par- 
ties, that they readily embrac2d 
George Fox's only Fundamental cf 
the Ligut in ezery Man; that is in 
reality the 7414 L gbt, whereby 
we diſtinguiſh between Gonod and 
Evil in ordinary z whence it is 
that (as faith the Apoltle Pau!) 
Le (as toe Geuitiles) are a Law to 
our ſelves, and our Thoughts accuſe 
C7 


or excuſe, Rom.2. 14, 15- Whuch 
is in Truth an excellent Doctrine, 
and has great certainty and clear- 
neſs init. But G. Fox preaches 
this, not as a natural Principle, 
but 1. As a ſupernatural Revela- 
tion: And 2. Chriſt being call'd 
in Scripture, the Light that light- 
eth every Man, and the Light of 
the World, becauſe be brought the 
Light of the Goſpel 1nto the 
World ; George Fox applies theſe 
Terms and Phraſes, and almoſt 
every thing that is ſpoken of 
Chriſt, to the Light in every Man, 
and ſo turns the plain ſenſe of the 
Goſpel into a Parabolical or My- 
ſtical Senſe, and makes the Chri- 
ſtian Scripture to ſpeak nothing 
but Deiſm. 3. G. Fox adds cer- 
tain Obſervances of giving no 
reſpe&t in Word or Geſture, or 
Title, nor ſpeaking as others 
ſpeak, nor faluting as others ſa- 
lute, nor paying Tithes, nor uſing 
the Sword, nor {wearing in com- 
mon Form, @'c. and all as inſpired 
Dictates, that ſo the only People of 
God might be ſeparated from all 
the World, and they ſerve ad- 
mirably for that. purpoſe. Now 
if you conſider the experimented 
certainty of their Principle, the 
Light within, that accuſes and ex- 
cuſes, and their Perſwalion that it 
was 4 Divine Inſpiration, which al- 
ſo was confirm'd to them by their 
giving obedience to thoſe Cere- 
monies which were ſo contrary 
and offenſive to the World, and 
expos'd them to much Suffering ; 
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[All ſuffering for Religion, eſpe- 
cially for a clear Revelation from 
God, confirming the Sufferers in 
their Perſwaſion :J You may 
clearly perceive it was the Un- 
certainty, Obſcrrity, and Intri- 
cacy of their former Principles, 
which induced them to embrace 
G. Fox's Religion, which is all 
dictated by the Spirit of God in 
every Man. Whence it is, they 
upbraid other Profeſſors with 
Doubtfulneſs and Fallibility ;, and e- 
very one of them counts himſelf 
as infallible as the Papiſts do the 
Pope. How can ye but delude Peg- 
ple (ſays G. Fox) that are not in- 
fallible * Myſt. p. 33. 

Laſtly, The Obſcurity, Uncer- 
tainty, and Multiplicity of Fun- 
damentals, 1s that which has given 
an Argument to Popiſh Prieſts 
and Jeſuits, wherewith to ſeduce 
Proteſtants to Popery. For evi- 
dence of this, I ſhall mind you of 
a Paper written by a Jeſuit, in 
the late King James's time, titled, 
An Addreſs preſented to the Reye- 
rend and Learned Miniſters of the 
Church of England, &c, The pur- 
port of which is, That all things 
neceſſary to Salvation are not clearly 
contained in Scripture,as Proteſtants 
hold ; becauſe the Belief of a Tri- 
nity, one God and three Perſons, is 


neceſſary to Saivation, but not clearly: 


contain?d in Scripture. Then he 
goes about to ſhew, that the 
Scriptures commonly alledged for 
the Trinity, admit of another 
ſenſe. He goes the ſame way in 
the 
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the Article of the Incarnation. 
Thus ſuppoſing theſe Articles to 
be neceſlary to Salvation (as Pro- 
teſtants hold) and not clearly con- 
tain'd in Scripture; it follows 
that the undoubted Certainty of 
them mult be found in the Deter- 
minations of the Church; and 
then that Church which profeſles 
Infallibilityis the only Refuge ; and 
I believe as the Church believes, ſup- 
plies all other Articles. No Cer- 
tainty any where elſe ; but Cer- 
tainty mult be had in theſe Points. 
Here the making of thoſe Articles 
Fundamental, which cannot be 
clearly prov'd from Scripture,ſub- 
verts the Sufficiency and Clearneſs 
of Scripture, and ſends poor Pro- 
teſtants to Rome, for the Certain- 
ty and Infallibility of the Chriſti- 
an Faith, 

They did ſo glory in the 
ſtrength of this Argument, that 
the Jeſuit-Preacher in LZimeſtreet, 
read their Paper, and made the 
ſame Challenge in his Pulpit, 
where he had a great number of 
Proteſtants that went out of Cu- 
rioſity to hear him. 

Having thus (as I preſume) 
vindicated our Author, and ſhewn 


the Miſchiefs of Mr. Edw's Fun- 
damentals, I may now take my 
leave of my Reader. OnlylI am 
firſt willing to let Mr. Edw. know, 
that I have not undertaken this 
Defence out of any ambitious Hu- 
mour of contending with fo 
Learned a Man as he is; nor 
would I have made oppoſition to 
him in any other Point of Learn- 
ing or Divinity : but Fundamen- 
tals every Man is concern'd in,and 
ought to know, and to be aſſured 
that he holds them all. Eternal 
Salvation 18 a greater thing by far 
than any Empire, and will there- 
fore juſtify and exa&t our utmoſt 
Care and Endeavour for the ob- 
taining it. So that in theſe Con- 
11derations of Mr. Edw's Excep- 
tions—I have done my Duty to 
my ſelf ; and that I have publiſh®d 
them, I am perſwaded I have 
therein done a great Charity to 
my Neighbours, the Poor and Bulk 
of Mankind, tor whoſe Salvation 
(I hope) I ſhould not think it too 
much to lay down my Life, how- 
ever Mr. Edw. ſpeaks ſo ſcoffingly 
of them, even where their eter- 
nal Happineſs or Miſery 1s deeply 
concern'd. 


Az END 


—_—— 


ERRATA. Pag. g. Col. 2 I. 9. forarezdo', P. rt. col. 2. 1, 14.7, per fect an, P, I 4s 
col. 2. 1. 8, f. miner, nine; 1, 14. Is palliate the, 


OO IE” MET Ine» 0, 


6 -Y- 


JUDGMENLI 


GFF THE 


FATHERS 


Concerning the 


Doctrine of the TRINITY ; 


Oppoſed to 


Dr. G. Bull's DE FENCE of the 
Nicene Faith. 


PART I. 7 


The Doctrine of the Catholick Church, 'during 
the firſt 150 Years of Chriſtianity ; and the 
Explication of the Unity of God (in a Iri- 
nity of Divine Perſons) by ſome of the fol- 
lowing Fathers, conſidered. 


—— 


| 


London, Printed in the Year MDC XCV. 


_—_—_——— 


-S FCant aww rc 4D 


hn 


The FUDGMENT of the Fathers con- 
cerning the DoGrine of the T rintty. 


—_— 


I. The Deſign of Dr. Bulls Book. 


Intend, in theſe Sheets, to exa- 
mine Dr. Bull's Defence of the 
Nicene Faith : I (hall preſcribe 
to my ſelf, to be as brief as pol- 

ſible I can, and to deal fairly as in- 


genuouſly. 
What is the Pretence of his Book, 


he tells us at pag- 5th and 6th of his 


Preface to it, in theſe Words; © To 


& evince, that all the approved Do- 
&« Fors and Fathers of the Church, 
& from the very Age of the Apoliles 
& to the firſt Niccue Council, agreed, 
© in one common and felf-fame 
& Faith, concerning ts Divinity of 
& our Saviour, with the ſaid Nicene 
« Council. A ridiculous Offer ; 
for taking care, as he dors, to limit 
himſelf to the approved Dottors and 
Fathers; who is ſo dull (does Mr. 
Bull think?) as not to underſtand, 
that no Father or Door ſhall be al- 
lowed this (new and rare) Title of 
Doftor probatus, approved D«ttor, it 
Mr. Bull and he cannot accord about 
the Nicene Faith2 What if an Arian 
or Socinian ſhould make the like (im- 


pertinent) Propoſal, even to ſhow 
tiiz. all the approved Doctors and Fa- 
fliers be:ore the Nicene Council, did 
agree with Arius or Socinus ;, would 
it not be laugh'd ac? For would not 
the Reader reply immediately, that 
this (infidious) word approved makes 
his Attempt to be of no ule at all: be- 
cauſe he will be ſure 70t to approve any 
DodGtor or Father, who is not of the 
Party of Socinus or Arivs, Theres 
fore if Dr. Bull would have ſpoke to 
the purpoſe, he ſhould have ſaid fim- 
ply ; that all the Ante-nicene Fathers 
or Doctors were of the ſame Mind 
with the Doctors and Fathers in the 
Nicene Council, in the Queſtion of 
our Saviour's Divinity : this had come 
up to the famous «g7Hpior, or Rule 
of Orthodoxy and Truth, fuggetied 
firft by YVincentiz, and approved by 
all Parties; quod ab ommbus, quod 
ubique, 1d demum Catholicum <<} ; 
3,e, that which af the Antient Do- 
ors have taught, and in all Places, 
is Catholick and Fundamental, But 
Mr. Bu# durſt not pretend to all the 

A 3 Doctors 


Do@ors and Fathers. before the Ni- 
cene Council 3 -but only to certain ap- 
proved Fathers and Writers among 
them. about 20 a.nong upwards of 
200, Thc Reaſon 15 evident; ie 
foreſaw,. t3t we ſhould pretently 
mind him. © Zh:odation, Symmachmns, 
Pauls Patriarch of Antioch, T heoda- 
rus of Byzantuim, Apollonides, Her- 
mophilus, Lucianus , the Authors of 
the Apoliolical Conliitutions and of 
the Recognitions of Melizo Bithop 
of Sardis, who publiſhed a Book 
with this Title, TTzgl w7totws #, e- 
VETEGS N5s, of the Creation and 
Birth of Chriſt : not to mention here 
the Nazarens or Ebionites, who inha- 
bited Fudea, Galilee, Idoab, the moſt 
part of Syria, and a great part. of 4 
rabia ;, or the Mineans, who had their 
Synagogues or Churches (lays St. 
erom, Epiſt. ad Auguſt.) over all 
Aſia ;, or the 15 tirlt Biſhops of 7e- 
ruſalem. 

As theſe-were more in number, ſo 
they were vaſlily ſuperiour in Learn- 
ing, to Mr. Bull's approved Dotftors 
and Fathers, For it was Theodotion 
and Symmachw, who (diflintly) 
cranflated the Bible into Greek ; 1o 
dextrouſly, that their Tranſlations, 
together with the Tranſlations of the 
 L.XN and of Aquila, made the 7z- 
Te&TAx. (or fourtold Tranſlation) 
of Origen; which was the molt ute- 
tul, as well as molt celebrated (The- 
ological) Work, of all Antiquity. 
It was Lucianus, who reltored the 
Bible of the LXX to its Purity, Of 
Theodorus or Theodotws, St. Epipha- 
71 (tho a great Oppoler of the U- 
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nitarians) confeſſes, that he was T- 
Aur Ms, very Learned. Paulus 
Patriarch aw, Arca ihup of 42th, 
was 10 elegan* z P;eacner, thai they 
always humuaed, and cLpprd him : 
and tho ewo Councils of the adverſe 
Party, aflernuvicd ac Antioch to de- 
prive him, for the Truths he main- 
tained ; the Antiochians d.- ipiſed 
thele ( ſeditious ) Councils, . who 
had (rirouſly) combined againſi 
their Primate, and would by no 
means part with Paulzs. Ot the 
whole Unitarian Party in general, it 
is noted in Exſebins, that they were 
Learned in Logick, Natuial Philoſo. 
phy, Geometry, Phylick, and the 
other liberal Sciences : and ?tis there 
(ridiculouſly) imputed to them as a 
Fault, that they excelled in lecular 
Learning z ard (much more ridicu- 
louſly) -that they were great Ciiticks, 


and extremely cuious in- procuring 


correct Copics of. the Bible. Enſeb, 
L. 5, c. 28. They were perfectly qua. 
lined, to judg of good Copies, and 
to correct faulty ones 3 by their ac- 
curate Knowledg of the Hebrew 
Tongue : for St. Epiphaniws (tho fo 
much their back-Friend) aſſures us, 
that they were Hebraice Lingus ſci- 
entiſſimi, great Maſters in the He- 
brew Tongue. Epiph. Hzref. Naz. c.7. 

F.urthermore, Dr. Bull appeals here 
to the approved Doctors and Fathers : 
but it appears, that he-would have it 
thought, that beſides the 20 Fathers 
(or thereabouts) whom he has cited ; 
thoſe Fathers alſo whoſe Works are 
(to unhappily) loft, were no leſs Or- 


thodox..(as.'tis called) in this Queſti-- 
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on about our Saviour's Divinity. But 
the Criticks, who have written {1n- 
cere]y and impartially concerning the 
Fathcs: arc of opinion, that where- 
as there are now lofi about 200, for 
({:::1) 20 Ante-nicene Writers and 
Fathers who have been preſerved z we 
are to impute this Loſs, to the Er- 
rors contain: 4 in their Books 3 more 
playily, to their too manifeli Agree- 
ment - wich the Arian and Minean 
(now called the Yocinian) Herefies. 
The famous Critick HZ. Falefi, 
(whom Dr. Bull ſometimes com- 
m*:nds, nay extols) in his tirft Note 
on Euſeb. l. 5. c.11. ipraking of the 
Hypotypoſes of St. Clemens, con- 
ceining which, Photzzs had obſerved, 
that 1:.ey are full of Arian Bl-ſphe- 
mics, as that the Son us but a Crea- 
ture, and ſuch like : 1 fay, that by 
occaſion of the ſaid Hypotypoies, Fa- 
leſius maketh this Note ; Its librs.ob 
er; ves (quibus ſcatebam ) negligen- 
tins habiti, tandem perierunt ;,, nec 
alia (meo judicio) cauſa eſt, cur 
Papie & Hegeſipps ( aliurumg, vete- 
rum) ltbri tnterciderint, "Tis un- 
deniable, that the Errors intended by 
V aleſizs, axe the Seeds of Arianiſm 
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and Unitarianiſm, which ſa much 
abounded in the Hypotypoles of St. 
Clemens ;, and he faith thereupon, 
that becaule of theſe Errors, not only 
the Hypotypoles of Clemens, but the 
Works of Hegeſippms, Papias, and 
other Primitive (Ante-nicene) Fa- 
thers, were firſt ſlighted, and then 
loſt, Which is in effect to fay, that 
the vihble Agreement of the antient 
Fathers and Doctors with the Unita- 
rians, hath been the Cauſe, that their 
Writings have miſcarried, are either 
loſt or elſe deltroyed ; fo that of above 
200 Ante-nicene Writers, ſcarce 20 
are left to us, and thoſe alfo very 
imperfeQ, Therefore, if it were t1- 
deed fo, that Mi. BulPs approved Do- 
tors did really agree in their Faith 
about the Lord Crift, with the Do- 
Ctors or Fathers i: the Nicene Coun=- 
cil; as he undertakes to prove, and 
thinks he has proved: yet his Per 
formance amounts to no more but 
this; that of the Writers or Fathers 
who preceded the Nicene Council, 
about 20 were tor i}.c Divinity of 
our Saviour, and irore than . 200 
againli 1t, 
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II. The Charafters of the Fathers, and their Works ; more parti« 


cularly of St, Barnabas, 


| HEN a Man appeals to the 
Judgment and Authority of 

any ſort of Writers 3 the ftirft ching 
to be conſidered, is, what is the Cha- 
rater of thoſe Writers, and their 


Hermas, azd.Igaatius, 


Writings: Were the Writers 5kilfal 
Mz that {ort of Learning, of which 
they are called to be Judges ? A1gTHe” 
Wo. or Writings tha. are {if.curcd 

to. them,  certainly* genuuie,| © 2/17 
nd 
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and undoubtedly theirs ? If ſo; yet 
have they not been corrupted, by 
(notorious) Additions, or Detracti- 
ons > ſo that *tis Queſtioned, by in- 
different and impartial Perſons, what 
was written by the Author 3 and 
what by the Interpolator ? Farther, 
whereas Dr. Bull's Book is concern- 
ing the Faith of the Nicene Fathers, 
that it agreed perfectly with the Faith 
of the Fathers who flouriſhed ard 
wrote before that Council; 1t will 
be another neceſſary Queliion, what 
was the Faith of the Nicene Fathers. 
either concerning the Divinity of our 
Saviour, or concerning the (pretend- 
ed) Trinity ? Laſtly, Dr. Bull has in- 
deed given us his Opinion concerning 
the Faith of the Ante-nicene Fathers 3 
but what fay other (famous) Cri- 
ticks; who, tho they were zealous 
Trinitarians, yet being more fincere 
and impartial, it may be, they grant 
that the DoGrine of the Ante-nicene 
Writers of the Church, was no leſs 
than diametrically contrary to the Ni- 
cene Faith, as well as to the Reform 
that has been made of that Faith, by 
the Divines of the Schools. I ſhall 
reſolve all theſe Queſtions, in proper 
Places; at preſent, to the firſt Que- 
tion. 

What is the true Character of theſe 
Writers, to whom Dr. Bull has ap- 

aled ? He anſwers, concerning one, 
that he is doftiſſimm, moſt learned ; 
of another, that he is peritiſſimw, 
anoſt able : and not to tranſcribe all 
his Flowers, on theſe Fathers, he 
dubs them all, Doftores probati, ap- 
proved Dottors ;, which is the leaſt he 


ever ſays of them, Tt is in ſome de- 
gree exculable, becauſe it may be im- 
puted to his Zeal, or his Arts that 
he vends all his Geeſe for Swans : 
but ſure the very illieſt Idolaters of 
his (weak) Book, will hardly ap- 
prove of it; that he divides even all 
the Divine Attributes too, among 
theſe his ({uppoſed) Friends. For 
one he calls ſanitiſimu, moſt Boly ; 
another is beatiſſimwm, moſt bleſſed ; 
a third is optimus, moſt graciom ;, and 
a fourth, maximus, the moſt high, 
There is hardly a Page of his Book, 
but you meet with one or more of 
theſe Extravagancies : I ſuppoſe, he 
tarried longer at School than is ordi- 
nary 3 and to being an old Decla- 
mer, he could never fince ſpeak but 
only in the ſuperlative Degree, no 
not when it boxders on Blaſpiiemy it 
ſelf. But tho it is truc, that few 
(I believe, none but Dr. Byll) have 
ſpoke or thought of the (remaining 
Ante-nicene Fathers, a: this we 
rate: yet the Opinion that Men gee 
nerally have of thei Authors, is, 
that they were certain moſt grave, 
learned, ſage,- and experienced Dj. 
vines 3 and called Fathers, nor more 
for their Antiquity, than for their 
profound Judgment, ard perfe& 
Knowledg, in all the Parts of the 
Chriftian Religion, Becauſe the Heads 
and Patrons of Secs, aff: & to quote 
the Fathersz and, if poſlible, to fill 
their Margin with References to 
Places in the Fathers : it is therefore 
almoſt univerſally ſuppoſed, that fo 
great Deference has not been paid to 
them, without moſt juſt Cauſe for it. 
| *Tis 
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Tis in the Fathers, that the Papiſt 
finds the whole Do@rine of the 
Council of Trent : in the Fathers, 
the Lutheran finds alſo his Articles ; 
the Calviniſt and the Cnurch of Eng- 
lang, theirs The vey P:esbyteri- 
ans, Anabaptiſts, and Ancinomians, 
are now turned Father-mongers 3 and 
in the Fathers find the:r Diſcipline 
and Doctrine, no lets than their Op- 
polers tind alſo theirs, In ſhort, 
there is ſuch a ſcuffling for the Fa- 
thets, by all Parties, that ?tis no 
wonder, it Perſons who have not 
themielves read 'em, have a very 
raiſed and noble Idea of theſe Wri- 
ters, But all the Glory of the Fa- 
thers (| (peak of the Ante-nicene Fa- 
thers, aid except ally Orsgen out of 
the Number) is wholly due to the 
Vanity of inodern learned Men ; 
who quote theſe Books, not becauſe 
indeed they value them 3 buc becauſe 
being antient Monuments, known 
to few, and ungerlivod by fewer ; 
he ſeems a great learned:Man, who 
can drop Sentences out of theſe. an- 
tique Books. But let us begin, to 
ſee what indeed"they were. 

The firſt of the Fathers and their 
Writings, alledged by Dr. Bull, is 
an Epilile (if it pleaſe Heaven) of 
St. Barnaby, the Apcſile,. 1 con- 
fe's, that St. Barnabas, the Evange- 
lit and Couadjutor of St, Paxl, is alſo 
honoured with the Title of an Apo- 
file; Ads 14. 4. but thathe lett be- 
hind him an Epitile, I ſhall detire a 
better Proof than I have yet ſeen 
What Dr. Bull jxys of him,,1s, © Our 


'® maſt learned, Hammond, and. the: 
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* moſt high Voſſins believe, this Epi- 
* (ile was written by St. Barnabas ; 
* chiefly for this Reaſon; becauſe it 
« is cited under the Name of Barna- 
© bas, by Clemens Alexanarinue, 
6 Origen, and other Antients, Nor 
& can thole of the adverſe Party, al- 
&* ledg any thing to the contrary, 
but only this 3 that the Author of 
this Epilile expounds.too myſti- 
& cally Gems Paſſages of the Old Te- 
* ſtament, 

No; no other Reaſon to be al- 
ledged, why this Epiſtle was not 
written by the Evangeliſ Barnabas 
Does he not know, that divers Cri-- 
ticks have obſerved, that if the Anti- 
ents had really believed that St. Bar 
nabas, the Companion, Fellow- 
Evangeliſt, and Fellow-Apoſile of 
St. Paul, had wrote this Epilile ;. 
they would (undoubtedly) have reck- 
oned it among, the Canonical Books of 
Scripture, as St, Paul's Epiſtles are. 
And has not Exſebins informed us,, 
why this Epiſtle was not counted Ca» 
nonical z when. he fays : & Some: 
* Books are received as Holy Scrip-- 
& ture, bythe common Conſent of all; 
« namely,- the four Goſpels, the. 
* Acts, the Epiſtles of. St. Pal,. 
* the firlt Epiltle of St. John, the- 
&« firſt of St, Peter, and (it you: 
« will). the Revelation of St. Fobn -- 
* ſome other Books are of queſtioned: 
& and doubtful Authority, as the E-- 
* . piltles of Fames aud Fae, the le- 
& cond of St. Peter, the ſecond and. 
* rhird.of Sr. Fobn but cheſe fol-- 
* lowing .are- counterfeit Peels - & 
& TVS. 10,9uls\ Ky THTETUA SS 5 
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&  nabas, &c. theſe are Colintertcits, 
Dr.” Bll may-contider- at his letture, 
of -what "Weight ' the 'Judgmenr of 


(his -moſd learned) Hammond and' 


(the moſt high) Voſſins may be, 
when put into the Scale againſt Exſe-' 
brizs peaking (not his own, but) 
the Senſe of the Pritaitive Church. 
And when his Hand 1s in, let him 
tell us, whet might be in the Mind 
of the - pretended Barnabas, 25 Euſe- 
bis calls him, to ſcandalize ai! the 
Apoflles, by ſaying ; that before they 
were called to be Apoſtles, they were 
(aÞ mronyY HVOpiey RVOMUATEOSS ) 
the moſt flagitionus Men inthe World, 
I am of opinion, we ought to antwer, 
that *tis not to be wondred at, if 4 
eounterfeit Apoſtle belies the true ones. 
This: Crimination of the true Apo- 
files is in the 5th. Chapter of the al- 
ledged-Epiltie. 

The more learned and impartial 
Criticks freely obſerve, concerning, 
this Epiſtle, that 'tis full of ſtrained 
and dull: Allegories, extravagant and 
zncongruous Explications of Scrip- 
ture, and abundance of ſilly and no- 
torious Fables concerning Animals. 
And what all judicious Men think of 
the Epiſile, is, that it is indeed very 
antient,” being quoted by Clemens A- 
lexandrinu and Origen : but that it 
was forged about the beginning of 
the 2d Century, or the 2d Century 
being well advanced; when alſo the 
Goſpels of St. Thomas, St. Peter, 
St. Matthis, the Acts of St. An- 
arew, St. John, and other Apoilles, 
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KG :AR&5s' of Panl, the Revelation' of 
« Peter, the pretended Epiſtle of Bar-"' ſebiut 


were” deviſed'and* publiſhed, as Eu- 
bu witneſſes, H. E. 1. 3, c. 25, 
Bat left this Epiſtle ſhould be thought 
to'be of {omewMt the more Credit, 
becauſe "tis (barely) quoted by Cle. 
mins -and Origen ; the Reader may 
take notice; that Clemens cites alſo 
other counterfeit Works of the Apo- 
[tles, as particularly the Revelation 
of St. Peter, as has been noted by 
Euſebics, H. E. l.6. c. 14. And 
nothing is more common with Or. 
gen, tiran'to quote ſuch ſuppolititious 
Writings3 'as (for Inſtance) the 
Book of Enoch, the Revelation of 
St. Paul, the 'Dorine of St. Peter, 
and many more ;z concerning which 
Citations the Reader may ſee what 
Mr. as Pin has obſerved at arge, 
Cent. 3.Þ.113. 

Dr. Bull's next approved Father is 
the great, either Prophet or Impoſtor, 
Hemas ;, in his Book called the Pa- 
{tor or Shepherd, 

We grant, that'St, Paul mentions 
one Hermas, 'Rom. 16. 14. and we 
doubt not, that the Author of the 
Shepherd +5uid be underfiood to be 
that Hormas, for he makes himſelf 
contemporary with Clemens Romanys 
(mentioned allo by St. Paul, Phil. 
4- 3-) Viſion 2d. Chap. 4. The 
Shepherd of Hermas is diſtinguiſhed 
into 3 Books ; whereof the firſt con- 
tains 4 Viſions, the ſecond 12 Com- 
mands, the third 10 Similitudes : 
but both the Commands and Sim;ili- 
tudes may be called Viſions and Pro- 
phecies ; becauſe they are Repreſenta- 
tions and Charges, made to him by 


Angels. The Scene of theſe Viſions 


IS 


dents, ON: * 
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is Arcadia; and that we may be a(- 
ſured, that this Auchor would be 
taken for a Prophet, and would 
have his Book es dor a Divine Re- 
velation : he introduces the Angel 
(in his 24 Viſion, Chap. 4.) as com- 
manding him, that he ſhould prepare 
3 Copies of thele Vilions ; one for 
Clement then Bilhop of Rome, to be 
ſent by him to all the Churches; ano- 
ther for Grapte, who (hquld infiruckt 
out of it the Widows and their 
Children; the third Hermas himſelf 
was to read to the Presbyters of the 
City of Rome. This is the Book 
and Author, in which Dr, Bull tinds 
(or thinks he finds) ſome Paſſages in 
favour of cur Saviour's Divinity 3 as 
I faid at firſt, we mult carefully exa- 
mine what is the true Character of 
this Work and Writer, 

By what has been ſaid, it is evi- 
dent to every one; that this (pre- 
tended) Hermas either was a Pro- 
phet or an Impoſtor: there is no 
Middle between theſe two, when the 
Perſon pretends to Viſions, to Con- 
ferences with Angels, and ſuch like 
extraordinary things, That the (pre- 
tended) Hermas was not a Prophet, 
is certain to me, by theſe Arguments. 
1. He owns, in the third Command, 
that he was a molt egregious, and 
common Liar : he faith exprelly, 
that he ſcarce ever ſpake a true Word 
in his whole Lite, but always lived 
in Diſlimulation,  and- that to all 
Men. He weeps hereupon3 and 


doubts, whether he can be faved : 
but his Angel aſſures him, that if for 
the time to come he will leave off 
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his Lying, he may attain to Bleſſed- 
neſs. He that was ſo addicted to ly- 
ing, tis no wonder that he has coun- 
teifeited alſo Vitions and Colloquies 
with Angels; or that to gain Credit 
to his Chimeras and Follies, he ta- 
ther'd them on Hermas an Apaſtolical 
Man and Friend of St. Paul, as others 
before him had laid their ſpurious 
Off-fprings to the Apoſtles them- 
ſelves. But, 2. Some of his (Cele- 
(tial) Viſions contain maniteli Fal- 
ſhoods ; particularly, he maketh his 
Angel to tell him, that the whole 
World is made up of twelve Nations, 
Simil, 9. Chap. 17. Being a Perſon 
altogether ignorant of ſecular Learn 
ing, as appears in all his three Books, 
(was almoſt impoſſible, but that in 
his teigned Conferences with Angels 
he ſhould ſometimes make them to 
{peak divers things both falſe and ab- 
furd. 3. To add no more on this 
Trifler 3 he has been judg*i to be no 
Prophet, by the whole Catholick 
Church, in that his Bock is not 
reckoned atnong the Canonical Books 
of Scripture: were it a real Revela- 
tion from Ceod, by the Viniltry of 
Angels, as the Auther pretends; and 
foelteemed by te Catholick Church 
It matt have bcen put among the Ca- 
n0nical Books, Tt is true, when it 
fiult <pperred, it :inpoled on ſome 
Churches, by the Zoldneſs of its 
Pretence ; and therctore was read 
in thoſe Churches, as other genuine 
Parts of Scriv'vic were : hut even 
then, very many of the n.ore Judici- 
ous rejected it > and as the Church 
began to fill with learned and able 
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Perſons, it was not only every where 
laid afide, but cenſured as both+falſe 
and fooliſh, Of ſo many of the An- 
tients as condemned it, we need on- 
ly take notice of Euſebins 3 - who, 
{peaking of the Books uſed by Chri- 
{tians, whether privately or jn pub- 
lick, ſays; ** Some Books are re- 
& ceived by common Conſent of all , 
* others are of queſtioned and doubt- 
* ful Authority ; and tinally others 
© are {uppotiticious and counterteit, 
« of which Jatt kind (faith he) are 
&« the Acts of Paul, the Revelation 
* of Peter, the Shepherd of Hermas, 
& and the pretended kpiltle of Bar- 
* nabas, Enſeb. H. E. 1.3. c.25. 

Dr. Bull s third Author 1s Ignati- 
2 : but neither is this Writer awhit 
better or honctter, than the pretended 
Barnabas, or the counterfeit Her- 
2mas, | do not mean to deny, that 
we haye ſtill the Epiſtles that are quo- 
ted by the Antients (Origen and Ea- 
febizs ) under the Name of Ignarine : 
but this I affirm, that they were 
forged under Jgnatins his Name, 
about the time that ſo many other 
Impoſtures were publiſhed under the 
Names of Apotiles, and of Apolto- 
lical Menz of which, the Learned 
know, there were almoſt an infinite 
Number. 

Let us fee, firſt, what the Criticks 
of the contrary Per{wation, have to 
alledg for the Epiſtles of Ignatius 5 we 
may hear Mr. Du Pan tor them all, 
becauſe he has written laſt, and more 
largely than any other, He. obſerves 
that St. Polycarp, being thereto de- 
fixed by the Philippians, ſent them 


the Epilſiles of Ignatius; to which he 
alſo prefixed an Epilile of his own, 
directed to the ſame Philippians, 
Well, we acknowledg that Polycarp, 
writing to the Philippians, tells hem 
towards the Cloſe ot his Epiſtle, that 
he had fent them (according to their 
Delire) the Epitiles of /gnatins, that 
had by any means come to his Know- 
ledg or Hand, He adds, that in 
theſe Epiſtles, © Ipnatins treats of 
& Faith and Patience, and. all other 
« things that tend to Easfication in 
« Chrst. But here, two Doubts 
ariſe, Firſt, whether the Epililes 
that we now have, were the ſame that 
are intended im the Epiltle of Poly- 
carp, or ſo much as directed to the 
ſame Perſons or Churches? The Rea- 
{on of the doubt is, the Epitiles that 
we now have, treat of nothing leſs 
than Faith and Patience, nay they 
treat noi of Faith and Patience at all ; 
much lei- (if 4t could be) are they a 
Colle&tion of all things that tend to 
E aification in Chrift ; they are very 
tar trom being a kind of Summary of 
the Chriſtian Dottrine, either in Faith 
or Mcrals, They are Letters of 
Compliment and Reſpect, not of In- 
{iruion or Exhortation. The other 
Doubt is, of what Authority and 
Credit is this Epitile of Pelycarp ; .on 
which the Credit of the Epililes of 
Ignatius wholly depend ? Mr. Ds 
Pin anſwers 3 It is quoted by St, Ire- 
new. Suppolng now, what Mr. Du 
Pin has not proved, nor can prove 3 
that the Epilile of Polycarp intended 
by Jrenens, is (ia part) that Epiſtle 
of Polycarp which we 10w have, be- 

cauſe 
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eauſe both the one and the other are 
directed to the Philippians : TI fay, 
ſuppoſing this; yet divers learned 


Criticks are of opinion, that the ge- - 


nuine Epiftle written by the true Po- 
Iycary, and which Jreneus intends, 
concludes with the 12th Chapter 
where he ſolemnly gives them his v4- 
lediftory Bleſſing : {o that the fol- 
lowing Chapters which ſpeak of 1g- 
natins his Epiſtles, and other Mat- 
ters, have (probably) been added by 
him (whoever he was) who con- 
trived Epiſtles in the Namie of 1gna- 
tivs, No, ſays Mr. du Pin, nor can 
that be; for Irexews (who praiſes 
that Epiſtle of Polycarp) quotes alſo 
certain Words, which 'are found in 
the very Epiſtles of Ignatins. But I 
do not know that Irene quotes any 
Epiſtle of 1gnatine, or ſo much as 
names the Man but only repeats a 
Saying of a certain Chriſtian Martyr, 
which Saying the Forger of the Epi- 
ſiles of 1gnatins thought fit to inſert 
into thoſe Epiſtles, which himſelf 
wrote in the Name and Perſon of Tg- 
natives, In ſhort, I fay, Enſebius, 
and before him Origen, owned the 
preſent Epiſtles of Ignatins, becaule 
they confidered the Matter but light- 
lyz as not being any way concerned 
to diſprove them. And Jrenexs (ol- 
der than they) quotes an Epilile of 
Polycarp to the Philippians 3 as allo 
(elſewhere) ſome Words that are 
now found in an Epiſtle imputed to 
Ignatius : but {uppoling that we now 
bave that Epiſtle of Polycarp, yet it 
ſeems likely that the Epiſtle did then 
conclude with the 12t9 Chapter, 


quired, 


without any mention of the Epiſtles 
of Tonativs ; and we cannot be aſſu- 
red rhat Ireneus quotes the Words of 
one of the Epitiles of Ignatius, ra- 
ther than that the Forger of thoſe 
Epiſtles borrowed thoſe Words from 
Irene, 

If it be faid ; but why all this Suſ- 
piciouſneſs ? it will be hard to prove 
any Matter of Fact, of remote Ages ; 
if ſuch cloſe and firit Proofs be re- 
I anſwer; there is too much 
Cauſe to ſtart theſe Doubts and Sulpi- 
cions, For we have the Epittle of 
Polycarp to the Philippians, as allo 
the Epililes of [gnatins, and the Mar- 
tyrdoms of Ignatins and Polycarp, 
whereof the latter is contained in an 
Epiſtle (pretended to be written) by 
the Church of Smyrna, with this 
Advertiſement at the end of them : 
* This Epiſtle (concerning the Mar- 
* tyrdom of Polycarp) was tran(cri- 
& bed by Caizs, from the Copy of 
& Treneus, who was a Diſciple of Po- 
& lycarp. And I Socrates tranſcribed 
« jt at Corinth, from the Copy of 
& Caius. — After which, I Pontius 
&« wrote it from the Copy before- 
« mentioned, having ſearched it out 
& by the Revelation of Polycarp, who 
* direfted me to it ;, having gathered 
** theſe things together, now almoſt 
&« corrupted by Time, that Jeſus 
© Chritt may allo gather me, toger 
&« ther with his Elect ones, 

Here then is an Epiſtle; namely, 
the Epiſtle of the Church of Smyrna, 
concerning the Martyrdom of Poly- 
carp; and 2s the Advertiſement faith, 
other things that were almoſt corrupted 
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_ thorow "Proceſs of Time, namely, a 
Relacion of the Martyrdom of: ' Ig- 
natins, and ſeven Epililes of Igna- 
tins £ all theſe miraculouſly diſcover- 
ed to Pronius (the good) 'by Poly- 
carp, after his .Death, It. ſhould 
leem, Polycarp could not ref}, even 
in Reli 3 nor. be blefſed, in Blefſed- 
neſs; till he had, broke from the 
Abades of Bliſs, and -appeared to 
- Choneft) Poms ; to make known 
to him, where thele Golden Remains 
were/tO be found. It we (hould un- 
derſtand the Advertiſement fo, as ſay- 
ing that the Epilile concerning Poly- 
carp's Martyxdom came to Pionins by 
Revelation; and the other Pieces and 
Epiſtles were collected by- the proper 
Induſtry of Piorius * yet thus, the 
whole - Colleftion depends on” the 
Credit of Pzonins , who with molt, 
I doubt, has utterly ruined his Cre- 
dit, as a Publiſher of antient Monu- 
ments, by his Pretence that (at leaſt) 
part of them are by Revelation. The 
Clowns will certainly cry out, Away 
with Impoltors : let Promas take his 
Bundle to hHhimiclt, bota his own 
Collection, and Polycarp?s Revela- 
tion; for coming from him, we 
mult needs believe them to be true 
alike! Covld not this Knave (will 
they ſay) be content, to perſonate 


firſt the Church of Smyrna, in a molt 


palpable Fiction 3 ten the Atiltants 
at the Martyrdom of Ignatzus, and 
finally Ignatins himſelf; bur he muſt 
ſeek too to contirm his counterteit 
VWares by Revelations from Heaven, 
by Viſions and Apparitions 'of de- 
parted Saints ?- We demand Antho 


rities out-of the Antients concerning 
the (pretended) Divinity of our Sa- 
yiour, from Writings and Monu- 


" ents that are veritied by ſome good 


bumane Teſtimony: our Oppolers an- 
{wer us out of Buyks, which ſofhe of 
their Fraternity received by Appari- 
tions, by Revelations from. the. Dead : 
bur if once we allow of ſuch Proofs, 
what end will there be of Fictions ? 
The departed Saints were firlt called 
up, to bear witne(s to certain Epi- 
{tles and Books : bur in the next Ape, 
when the firſt Cheat Fad taken with 
many 3 they were made to witneſs to 
their Bones and Reliques, in order to 
their being #ſhrined and worſhipped ; 
this laſt fort ot Apparitions were eve- 
ry whit' as true, as the firſt, ' |! hey 
will prove, they ſay, their (conſub- 
ſtantial co-eternal) Trinity, not on- 
ly from the Antenmicene Fathers ; but 
from the Apoſtolical F uhers, that is 
the Fathers that had Converſe with 
the very Apoliles, and flouriſhed 
(fome of them) to the Year 150: 
but when theſe Authors are produced, 
they are Barnabas the Apotile, the 
Prophet Hermas, the Martyrdoms 
and Epiſtles of Polycarp and Jonatin 3 
whereof the two former (we have 
ſeen) are rejected as ſpurious by the 
Catholick Church, the other are 
grounded on Viſions and Apparitions 
to one Pionins. But let us conſider 
the Contents of theſe (pretious) 
Pieces, the Pionian Ke wig, 

The Martyzdom of Polycarp faith, 
© That when the Fire begin to blaze 


& to a great height; the Flame ma- 
** kgng an Arcy,: like the *Sail ofs a 


6 Ship 
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& Ship againſt a full Wind, incom- 
« vaſs?d the Martyr's Body at a di- 
« ftance, without hurting it 3. while 
& from his Body proceeded a Smell, 
& like to Frankincesſe, or ſome other 
& »ich Spices. The hilt of thele Mi- 
racles would make the Boys wonder, 
and ſhoutz and was ot no farther 
Ule : the other is yet more ſuſpicious, 
for could not the Affiliants diltinguiſh 
the Smell of Frankincente 3 no not 
from any other of the Orien:al Spices, 
tho both that and they were every 
day uſed (in thoſe times) in tne:r 
Funeral Piles ? But the Tale goes on ; 
&« When the Wicked faw, that the 
« Martyr could not be hurt by the 
& Fire, they commanded the Exe- 
K cutioner to fiick his Dagger into 
« Polycarp, and fo diſpatch him : 
& which the Hangman preſently did ; 
& but behold two other Miracles, 
©. and (believe me) as credible as 
« either of the former, For out of 
« the Wound, which was in the 
& Martyr's lide, ſprang a Live-dove ; 
& 2nd then, ſuch a Torrent of Blood 
& (out of the Budy df an old Man, 
& upwards of 86 Years) as wholly 
& extingniſhed all that great Fire. 
This Text necds no Comment. 

The Marty:dom ot Jgnatins affords 
another ſort of Wonders, Apparitt- 
ons and Vilions. For the Night in 
which he ſuffered, he appeared to the 
Chriltian*, who had athfted at his 
Maityrdom : to ſome, as one ſweat- 
mg after hard Laboer;, tO Otty 35, 
Standing by the Lord with much Al- 
ſurance, and in unipeakabje- Glory 3 
- bat however, moſt courtcouſly and 


lovingly z:mbracing them all. Tis « 


', Miracle, to me, that he had not 
- done ſweating, now that he was ar. 


rived at Blefſednels 3 or do Souls (in 
their Etherial Vehicles) ſweat ? But 
*tSa greater Miracle, that appearing 
at Chrilt's right Hand in Heaven, he 
could at the fame time imbrace (or 
ſeem to imbrace) thoſe upon Earth. 
As to the Epiltles of /awatias, con- 
lidering by whom they are (aid tt) be 
written, and to whomz they are 
more marvellous than the Martyr- 
doms. Jenatius was Biſhop at An- 
troch, where he was condemned to 
Martyrdom by the Emperor Trajan ; 
but was ſent to Reme, (guarded by 
ten Souldiers) to ſuffer there, in the 
Amphitheater, In the Amphithea- 
ter the Condemned fought with 
Bealts, Lions, Leopards, and ſuch 
like, till one or the other were kil- 
led. And tor this Reſon, they choſe 
out of the Pcifoners of War, and the 
Condemned, the moſt robult young 
Men, that cou'd make ſome Sport for 
the People, by the valiant Reliltance 
they made to the Beaſts. Therefore 
here are two things very incredible 3 
that Jonatius, a decrepid old Man, 
for he had been a Biſhop above 40 
Years, ſhould be conderined (con- 
trary to Culiom, and to the Inten- 
tion of thoſe Sports) to fight the Li- 
ons, And next, that in order there- 
to, he thould be fent with ten Soul- 
Ciers (ef? be ſhould maſter, and get 
away from four or five) to guard him, 
azove . 2500 Miles. To what pur- 
pole ſhould they be at fo vaita Charge, 


eſpecially. when it ha&been more pro- 
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per, and more e;fectual to their pur- 
poſe, to'execufe him in hisown Ci- 
ty of Antioch? The (pretended) E- 
piſtles howev:r ſuppoſe all this 3 they 
are written to divers Churches, as 
the Old Man paſſes from Antioch to 
Rome, to fight the Lions : and cither 
cheſe Epiſiles muſt be granted to be 
forged, or we muſt admit theſe (ex- 
travagant incredible) Suppolitions. 
But the Epiſiles themielves more 
plainly diſcover the Impolture. 

- That to the Romans is chiefly, and 
almoſt wholly imployed, in adviting 
and intreating the Chrittians of Rozze, 
that they ſhould not reſcue him from 
the Execution, but permit him to 
undergo his Sentence. The true /g- 
ratins could never write ſuch an ab- 
ſard thing. Was it ever heard of, 
that Chrittians attempted to reſcue 
their Martyrs 3 onthe contrary, Mar- 
tyrdom was reckoned (in thoſe days) 
the very higheſt Glory of a Ghrittian: 
and it was the Indeavour of Chriſti- 
ans who allifted at Martyrdoms, to 
in-ourage the Martyrs, by all poſſi- 
ble ways, to ſuffer couragiouſly 3 in 
ſhort, they would as little have reſcu- 
ed a Martyr, as they would have com- 
mitted Sacrilege. Belides, were the 
Number and Power of the Chriſtians 
at Rome, in thoſe early times, ſo 
conſiderable, that they might rea{o- 
nably attempt ſo bold an Action, as 
roattack the Amphitheater, and the 
Imperial Guards, on behalf of a Priſo- 
ner ? Jenatins perfectly knew the 
contrary to all thisz and therefore 
could not be Author of an Epiſile, 
which ſuppoſes theſe Follies, 


would oppoſe 


The Epiſtle to the Epheſians is full 
of weak things. He tells them there, 
with equal Sillineſls and Falſhood, 
that the Virginity of Z4ary, her Deli- 
very, and the Death of Chriſt, the 
three great Myſteries (ſaith he) of 
the Goſpel, were kept concealed from 
the Devil ;, and done in ſecret by 
God. He adds, that the Star, which 
appeared before our Saviour?s Nativi- 
ty, did exceedingly outſhine the Sun, 
and all other Lights of Heaven. Pio- 
nius did not conſider 3 that if fo, it 
would not have been called a Star, 
but another Sun: and that there 
would have been no Night in Judea, 
till this Star diſappeared. 

But ſee, how they have made a 
dying Man, a Biſhop and Saint of the 
hrſt Age of Chriſtianity, complement 
with the Church of the Magneſians : 
& I have been judged worthy to ſee 
& you, by Damus, your moſt excel- 
** lent Biſhop z by your very worthy 
«* Presbyters, Baſſus and Apollonins; 
* and by my Fellow-Servant Socio, 
*© your Deacon : In whom I rejoice, 
*© becauſe he is ſubjeCt to his Biſhop 
& as to the Grace of Ged, and to 
© the Presbytery, as to the Law of 
&© Chriſt. Who fees not, that this 
is more like # Maſter of the Cereme- 
nies, than an Apoſtolical Biſhop, and 
a primitive Martyr ? In the fame Epi- 
ſile, he exhorts them not to obſerve 
the Sabbaths: but it is certain that the 
Sabbaths were obſerved, together 
with the Lord's Day, till after the 
Times of Great Conſtantines it 
is not likely, the true Jpnatins 
the Cuſtom and 
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PraQice of the Univerſal Church, 

To the Trallians he faith, that the 
Deacons are to be reverenced as Jeſs 
Chriſt ; the Biſhops, as God the Fa- 
ther ;, the Presbytery, as the College 
of Apoſtles, A complicated Blaſphe- 
my ! He tells them afterwards, that 
their particular Biſhop is ſuch, that 
hu very Look « inſtruttive. He that 
writes thus of Biſhops and Church- 
men, muli needs be an approved Do- 
Gor ;, but | dare almoſt to give them 
my corporal Oath, he never was a 
Doctor of the tuit Age. 

Writing to the Philippians, he 
forgets not (his uſual and conſtant 
Cutiom) to c)iw their Biſhop. Your 
Biſhop, ſaith he, 15 able to do more 
by his Silence, than others by their 
Speech, There are many Biſhops 
fill of this mind 3 but our Saviour's 
Motto was, Aly Sheep hear my Yoice. 

To the Smyrneans he tays 3 ** Tis 
& 2 good thing to be ſubjc& to God, 
© and to the Biſhop Then he ſa- 
lutes their very wortvy Biſhop 3 their 
venerable Presbytery;, your Deacons 
my Fellow- Servants ;, the very excel- 
lent Daphnus and Eutychus, 

Tie lati Epitile is to Polyc arp 3 and 
tho he writes to a Biſhop, not to a 
Church, he cannout torbear his (odi- 
ous) Daubings. ** He that thinks, 
& ſays this Pſeudo-Martyr, that he 
& knows more than his Biſhop, is 
* ruined: Hearkea to the Bithop, 
&* that God may hiarken to you. In 


the Concluſion of <i+ Epilile, as if 


he were a Pr:phet, he lays; ay 
Grace be with Attalus, and with thee 
Polycarp. A lixain which, ſome will 


think,  excce:ls the Fulneſs of the 4« 
poſtoltcal Charatiter ;, which this Im- 
poſtor afſumes in the Epilile to the 
Trallians : 1 alute you, ſaith be to the 
Trallians, in the Fulnels of the Apo- 
ſtolical Char:i&er. In ſhort, no one 
can read thyſe Epiſtles, with Jadg- 
ment and impartially, but he will 
ſee, what was the Aim of the For- 
ger of them namely, under the ve- 
nerable Authority and Name of Ig. 
natins, to magnity the Reverence and 
Reſpe&t belonging to Church-men. 
This is the Beginning, Middle, and 
End of all theſe Epittles 3 except on- 
ly that to the Romans; where (ta 
cover his Delign, and diſcover his 
Folly) he only adviſcs the Chriſtians, 
not to reſcue him from the Imperial 
Guards, 

Theſe are all the Apoſtolical Fa- 
thers and Writings, that our Oppo- 
{ers can multer up, during the trft 
150 Years of Chrittianity ; that is, 
to the Times, when the Socinians 
(and all Proteſtants) confels, that 
the Faith began to be aQuually cor- 
rupted. I have proved, that the 
Monuments they have to produce, 
are unqueſiionably and inconteſtably 
counterfeit z and therefore 1 do not 
think my felt concerned, to examine 
the (few and impertinent) Paſſages, 
alledged out of them'by Dr. Bull : 
but before I proceed to his other ap= 
proved . Dottors, is but reaſonable 
that 1 ſhould have leave, to ſearch 
what Authors and Books of theſe 
times, of which we are ſpeaking, fa- , 
voured the Unitarians 3 and particu. 
larly the $ocinians. The On-%0n 

between 
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between Ds. Ball, and the Unitari- 
ans, is; what (genuine) -Monu- 
ments or Remains there are, of the 
Period which Church-Hiſtorians have 
called the Apoſtolical Succeſſion : that 
is, of the Time in which thoſe Do- 
&tors of the Church, who had con- 
verſed with the Apoſiles, and recel- 
ved the pure Faith of the Goſpel 
from their very Mouths, flouriſhed ? 
And whether thoſe Remains or Mo- 
numents do favour the Unitarians, or 
the Trinitarians; whether they teach 
the DoGrine of one God, or of three ? 
We have ſeen what Dr. Bull can pro- 
duce for their (pretended) Trinity ; 
his Apoſile Barnabas, the Prophet 
Hermas ;, both of them rejeGted, as 
falſe and fooliſh, by the Catholick 
Church : Next, the Revelations of 
Pionings ;, that is, the Martyrdoms of 
Polycarp and Ignatius, and their Epi- 
ſiles, all which being almoſt periſhed 
and worn out by Time, were re- 
vealed to Pionivcs by one from the 
Dead. It is true, our Oppoſers ha- 
ving been ſo long Maſters, have made 
uſe of their Power, to deſtroy and 
aboliſh (as much as was poſſible) 


whateyer Monuments of thoſe firlt 
Times, 'that (too notoriouſly) con- 
tradiqed the Innovations in the 
Faith, that were made by the Coun- 
cils of Nzce, Conſtantinople and Chal- 
cedon ; yet as there is no Battel fo 
bloody and cruel, but ſome (tho it 
may be a very few) have the good 
luck to eſcape from the Maſſacre ;, ſo 
from this Perſecution of Books and 
Writings, ſome (illuſtrious) Teſti- 
monies and Witnefles to the Truth, 
are come down even to our Times, 
Theſe are, the Apoſtles Creed ; an 
unqueſiioned Epitile, of St, Clemens 
Romanuas ;, the Accounts given (by 
unſuſpeed Hiltorians) of the Na- 
zarens or Ebionites, the Mineans, and 
the Alogi, who all held as the Soci- 
nians now do, concerning God and 
the Perſon of our Saviour; the Re- 
cognitions of St, Clemens, which tho 
(it may be) they are not rightly im- 
puted to him, yet are a moſt antient 
Book, and ſerve to ſhow what was 
the current DoQtrine of thoſe Times z 
they are cited by Orzgen in divers 
Places, by Euſebins, Athanafins, and 
others. 


Of the Apoſtles Creed. 


"1 Oncerning the Apoſtles Creed, 
we mult refolve two Quelti- 

ons : What it teaches; and who 
were the Compilers of it? To the 
hiſt, the Creed 1t (elf anſwers ;, ©* 1 
© bcleve in one God; ſo this Creed 
was antiently read bath in the Eoſt 


and Weſt , * the Father, Almighty, 
e© Maker of Heaven and Earth, In 
theſe Words the Father is charaGer*d 
by theſe Names, Properties and At- 
tributions ; that he is Goa, the one 
God, Almighty, and aker of Hea 
ven and Earth. | 
Cons 


* Concerning the- Lord *Chrift, -it 
faith; *'And in Jeſus Chriſt, his 
& only Son (Gr. por yevn, only. be- 
o& potten Son) our Lord, So. the 
Characters of our Savicur, are that 
he is (not the one God, but) 'the 
only begoiten Son of the only '(or one) 
God, and that he is owr Lord, Our 
Lord he is, as he is our Saviour, 
Teacher, and Head of the Church 
both in Heaven and Earth. He is 
called the only begotten Son of the on- 
ly (or one) God, to diſtinguiſh him 
from al! other Sons of God 3 from 
Angels, who were (not begotten, 
but) created Sons 3 from Holy Men, 
who are adopted Sons; and from 
Adam. who is called the Son of God, 
not becauſe he was generated or be- 
otten, but made or tormed by God 
himſelf immediately. Well, but it 
may ' be this only-begotten Son of 
God, is an only-begotten Son in 
ſome higher Senſe 3 and namely, by 
eternal Generation, from the Sub- 
fiance or Efſence of God ; whereby 
he is God, noleſs than the Father is 
God. - But the Compilers of this 
Creed knew nothing, or however 
have ſaid nothing, of any ſuch Ge- 
neration : fo far from that, they de- 
{cribe his Generation, and his Perſon, 
by humane Charatters, and by ſuch 
only, Every thing that they ſay here, 
either of his Perſon or Generation, 
is not only humane ; but inconſiſtent 
with Divinity, He was conceived 
(fay they) of the Holy Ghoſt, born 
of the Virgin Mary; was crucihed, 
dead, and buried; he aroſe again 
from the Dead, aſcended into Hea- 
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ven 5 ficteth on. the 'right,Hand..of 
Gad, 6.e. u nexs mn Dignity to God, . 
Our very Oppolers conteſs, that eve+ 
ry one of theſe is a Deſcription of a 
mere humane. Perſon, and Generati- 
on; even they acknowledg, that God 
cannot be conceived, be born, die, 
aſcend; and leaſt of all, be at God's 
right Hand, or next toGed: to be 
God and next to God, are wholly in- 
conlittent, 

There is no aniwering here 3 that 
the (before-mentioned) ere intend- 
ed, only as the Characters of our Sa» 
viour?s Humane Nature. For a 
Creed being an Inſtitution (or In- 
{iruction) what we are to believe in 
the main and fundamental Articles of 
Religion; eſpecially concerning the 
Perſons of the Father, Son, and Ho- 
ly Spirit : if the firſt is deſcribed as 
the one (or only) God; and the 
Son, only by Characters that ſpeak 
him a mere Man, and are utterly in- 
compatible with Divinityz it re- 
mains, that the Compilers of the 
Creed, really intended, that we ſhould 
believe the Father is the one God ; 
and the Son a mere Man, tho not 4 
common Man, becauſe conceived (not 
of Man but) of the Holy Spirit, 
which is the Power and Energy of 
Ged, If they had meant, or but 
known, that the Son and Spirit are 
eternal and divine Perſons, no leſs 
than the Fatherz they have done to 
both of them the greateſt (poſſible) 
Wrong : becauſe in the ſame Creed 
in which they declare, that they be- 
lieve that the Father is the one God, 
Almighty, and Maker of Heaven and 

C Earth 


{Earth 5 they believe 'the Son was 
conceived, born, died, deſcended in- 
to Hell, afcended into Heaven, 1s next 
to God, that is, they believe he is a 
were Man; and concerning the Spi- 
rit they believe no higher thing, than 
of the Church, we believe in the Ho- 
ly Spirit and in the Holy Catholick 
Church. Ir is evident then, and in- 
conteſtable by any fair and fincere 
Conſiderer 3 that whoever rhade this 
Creed, either they did not know 
that any other Perſon but the Father 
is God, or Almighty, or Maker of 
Heaven and Earth : or they have 
negligently or wickedly concealed it. 
The Latter is a Suppolition, that 
none will make; therefore the other 
is the Truth of the Matter : and it re- 
mains only, that we enquire, who 
were the Framers of this Creed ? 
The Creed that bears the Name of 
the Apoſtles Creed, was always reck- 
oned both by Fathers and Moderns, 
to be really compoſed by the Apo- 
ſtlesz for a Rule of Uniformity a- 
mong themſelves in their Preaching, 
and of Faith to all the Converts : 
till about the middle of this preſent 
Age, G. 7. Voſſius publiſhed a Book, 
wherein he dcnies, that either'the A- 
pottles, or the 120 Diſciples (who 
are mentioned A&s 1. 15, and who 
aſſiſted and voted with the Apoſtles 
tm publick Matters) were Authors of 
this Creed. He thinketh, it was on- 
ly the Creed of the particular Church 
of Rome ;, and that the Original of it 
was this.  Becaule it was the Cuftom 
£0 interrogate Perſons that were to be 


baptized, whether they believed in 
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God the Father, in the Lord Chriſt 
the Son of God, and in the Holy 
Ghoſtz in whoſe Names Baptiſm is 
adminiftred : therefore in proceſs of 
Time 'it became a Form of Confeſſi- 
on, tor Perſons who were admitted 
to Baptiſm, to fay ; I believe in God 
the Father, in Jeſus Chriſt his only- 
begotten Son, and in the Holy Ghot, 
Afterwards, ſome few more Words 
were added to theſe, as a fuller De- 
{cription both of the Father and Son: 
and as Herefies grew up, new Arti. 
cles were added to the Creed, in op- 
polirion to them; and to diſtinguiſh, 
Catholicks from Hereticks, Apgainit 
all Hereticks and Schiſmaticks in ge- 
neral, this Article was made ; 7 be» 
lieve in the Holy Catholick Church : 
againſt the Sets of the Gnoſticks, 
this Article, I belzeve the Reſurretti- 
on of the Body, This is the Con-- 
jeQure of Yoſſi, 

Becaule it was ſo evident, that this 
Creed makes only the Father to be 
God; and that if ſpeaks ot the Son, 
by only humane Craratters, and (ays 
not the lealt Word of the Divin v of 
the Holy Spirit ; therefore this Buck 
of Yoſſi was received with a mighty 
Applauſe, among all the Denomina- 
tions of Trinitarians 3 Papiſts, Lu- 
therans, Calviniſts, and all others, 
They faw themſelves delivered by 
this Book, from ſuch an Allegation 


and Authority againſt the Dorine of 


the Trinity 3 as was more than equi- 
valent, toll their (pretended) Proofs 
fromthe Fathers, or from the'Holy 
Scriptures. For what are'all the Fa- 


thers,, if indeed they were all of their 


lide 5 
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fide 3 when oppoſed. by. the . College 
of Apoliles ? And what are ſome in. 
cidental and very, dubious Exprefſi- 
ons, of ſome particular Writer of 
Holy Scripture 5 againſt a Creed, 
compoſed by the Concurrence and 
Conſent cf all the Apoilles, and of 
their Senate (or Council) the CXX ? 
A Creed, in which they, not inci- 
dentally (in which caſe, Men often 
{peak looſly and incorrectly) but pro- 
feſſedly and deſignedly declare, what 
i5 the true Faith to be believed. by all 
Chriſtians concerning the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, I fay, for this 
Reaſon *tis not to be much wondred, 
that Voſſius his Book was ſo kindly 
received ; or that the Trinitarians, of 
whatſoever Perſwaſion, have (gene- 
rally) ever fince followed the Con- 
jecture of Yoſizs. If now and then 
a learned Man has diſſented from the 
new Opinion ; he has always been 
laugh'd «ut of Countenance by the 
Croud of Pretenders to Learning. 
Voſſize ſays ; 

1. St, Luke, in his As of the A- 
poſil:s, would never have omitted fo 
memorable a Tranſ:&ionz; as the 
compiling a Creed by all the Apo- 
ſtles, for a Rule of Do/Trixe to them- 
ſelves and their Succeſſors in the Pa- 
ftoral Office, and ot Faith to the Con- 
verts, He has ſet down many lefler 
Matters, the Election of Matthjas in- 
to the Apoſtolate of F#das3 the Con- 
cluſfion of the Apoſtles and Elders, 
aſſembled in Council, concerning the 
Ricual and Judicial Parts of the Mo- 
faick Law ;, and even divers petty 
Matters, relating only to private Per- 


ſons :- and-is it credible; that he ſhould 
not lay a Word of the Rule of Faith ;, 
of a Creed, made-by the joint Con= 
{cnt of all the. Apotiles, and intended 
for the general and perpetual Utfe'of 
both Paliors ane People? But befades 
that this Creed 1s never ſpoke of, m 
the Ats 3 none of the Apoltles men- 
ticn, or ſo much as allude, or refer to 
it, in any of their Epililes :- it is in- 
credible, not to ſay impoſhible, that 
there ſhould not be fo much as a hint 
given of this Creed, in all the Apo- 
ftolick Writings; if indeed it had 
been compoſed by the Apoſiles, as 
their Joint Work, for the Ute of the 
whole Catholick Church, 

There are abundance of falſe Steps 
made, in this reaſoning of Yofſizs. 
(1) It is evident enough, that di- 
vers molt important Matters were 0 
dained, by the jornt Council and At. 
thority of the Apoliles and the CXX, 
which yet St. Luke did not think ne- 
ceſlary to be inſerted, into his Hiſtory 
of the Preaching, Travels, and Per- 
ſecutions of the Apoſtles, Thelafir 
tution of the Lord's Day, inſtead of 
(or with) the Sabbath (or ſeventh 
Day) appointed by God himſelf in 
the 41h Commandment; the Form + 
of Church-Government, whether you 
will ſay by Biſhops, or by a Presby- 
tery, or in the Independent Way 
the (olemn manner of ordaining the 
Church-Paſtors, by Impolition of 
Hands, and Prayer made for them 3 
the Love-Feafts, the Holy Kits : all 
theſe, every one will confels, are In- 
{titutions, not of one Apolile, but of 
the College of Apoliles and their 

C 2 Coun- 


-Gouncil the CXX ; and-yet. St, Luke 

has: not told us, ) either: when or by 

whom they were' ordained, but .is:as 

filent of their -Inſticution.by the Apo-: 
files, as of. their compoling . the 

Creed, (2) - Tis not hard: to gueſs 

at the Reaſon, why none of theſe 

(great) Matters, or the compiling 

the Creed, are particularly recorded 

in the Acts of the Apoſtles 3 namely, 

becauſe. they are not -bare Jdemorrs, 

or trankient-things ; but ſuch as were 
to be kept wp,. and 'perpetuated, by 
Example -and Prafiice, Every one 
ſees, . that the.Lord's Day, the Form 
of Church-Polity. or Government, 
the Ordination of Church-Paſtors, 
the Love- Feaſts, and the Holy Kits, 
are Inſtitutions that needed not to be 
recorded : becauſe the conſtant and 
univerſal Practice of them, by the 
Apoſtles and the whole Church, was 
more effeCtual to preſerve-them, than 
any Regiſter or Hiſtory would be, 
The like is as evident, of the Creed ; 
it was to | be orally taught to every 
Convert, in every Place, as the ark 
of theer Chriſtianity *- therefore being 
committed to ſo many Witneſſes and 
Memories, it was conſidered, not as a 
. tranſient thing (of which. there. was 
Danger that it might go- into Oblivi- 
ons if not recorded) but as laid-up 
ſafely: in the Minds and Memories of 
all the. Faithful.. Farther, . *tis an 
Obſervation made by all Church-Hi- 
ſtorians, that the Antients (of a long 
time) purpoſely forbore to commit 
the Creed to Writing ;. partly, be- 
caule:they would not expoſe the Viy- 
ftexies of Religion, tothe Contempt, 


(29), 
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then: partly, to oblige their own 
People, to be more careful to learn it 
exactly. To this purpoſe, they cite, 
among divers others, the Teſtimony 
of St, Ferom, Epiſt. ad Pam. © In 
«-the Creed, ſays Sr. Jerom there, 
&. which is not written with Ink and 
* Paper ;. but on the (fleſhly) Ta- 
© bles of the Heart. (3) It is not 
true, what YVoſſizs adds, that the A- 
poliles do not ſeem to allude or refer 
to this Creed, in any of their Epi- 
ſiles. St, Paxl ſays, Rom. 6. 17. Ye 
have obeyed (from the Heart ) the 
Form of ſound Dofrine, which was 
delivered to you. The TuTts NOtee 
#5, Exemplar (or Form) of Bo- 
rine- (here) cannot be better inter- 
preted, than of the common Creed. 
It ſeems alſo to be meant, Rom. 
12. 6. Let bim that propheſieth- (or, 
preacheth) preach, 4T' uxroyicv 
TIGeWc, according to the Analo 
(or, the Rule) of Faith. The Scrip- 
tures of the New Teſtament not be- 
ing yet written, the Chriſtian's Rule 
of Faith could be no other but the 
Creed ; . which ( accordingly ) by 
the moſt -antient Fathers is expreſly 
called Regula fidei, the Rule of Faith. 
1 Tim. 6. 20. O Timothy, keep, 
THY 726907 of rv, the Depoſi- 
tum, (or, the thing committed to 
thy Truſt) and turn not aſide, The 
Depoſutum-or Truſt, from which Ti- 
mothy eaight not turn afide, is (ge- 
nerally and very reaſonably) under- 
ſtood by Interpreters, to be the true 
Doctrine or Faita of the Goſpel: 
but if ſo, - "tis very probable, .that the 


Ape- 


. Apoſile intended ' mere particularly 
the Rule of Faith, os Creed com- 
ſed by all the Apotiles. 
TY Tim. I. 13, & Hold faſt the Form 
& of ſound Words z which thou didit 
« hear of-me ; Heb. 5. 12, Where- 
& as ye ought (for the time) to have 
&« been Teachers 3- ye have need, ihat 
© one teach you - again the firſt Prin- 
« ciples of the DoQtines (not, he 
©« Oracles:) of God; Heb. 6. 1. 
& Leaving the Principles of the-Do- 
© ttrine of Chriſt, let us go on to 
& Perfection, Here the Form of 
ſound: Words, and the firſt Princi- 
ples, and again the Principles of 
the Doftrine of Chriſt, are Ex- 
preſſions- fo (molt properly) ap- 
plicable to the Creed 3 that it was 
too much Boldnels (or Inadvertence) 
in Yoſſizs, to affirm directly, that 
there is no Alluſjon to the Creed in all 
the Apoſtolick Writings: one may 
{xy, they not only allude, but even 
point to 1t, 

And what does St. Jude (ſolikely) 
mean, in theſe Words; TFuade 3. 
& Eanc{ly contend for the Faith, 
& once delivered to the Saints : for 
& there are certain Men crope in, 
6. —denying the only God; and onr 
© Lord Feſus Crit, It. is highly 
credible, that. by the Faith delivered 
ro. the Saints, he means the Creed 
tizat was given out by the Apollles, 
toall their Churches- And does he 
Not refer to the two firſt Articles of 
it, in theſe Words 3-for certain Men 
are crope in, who deny the only 


(or one) God, and the. Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt ? 
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2, Foſfius his next Argument is 
yet more weak z nay, perfeGtly ridi- 
culous, If this Creed, faith he, had 
been made (and fo thought to be) 
by the Apoſiles ; the Church would 
never have -preſumed, to add any 
thing to it 5 and much leſs, to take 
ought from it. 

I know not what he means, by ta- 
king ought from it; it doth not ap- 
pear, that any thing has been taken 
from it: it is (till che ſame, for all 
that I know, or have ever read, as at 
firſt, But they would not have ad- 
ded z by this he means the Creeds of 
Nice, of Conſtantinople, and Chal- 
ced/n : by making of which Creeds, 
*tis manifelt that divers things were 
added to the tirit Creed, namely the 
Creed of the Apoſtles. I anſwer, 
(1) The Fathers in theſe Councils 
excuſed themſelves, by pretending, 
their Creeds were only Explications 
of the antient Fauh, or Creed, . They 
profeſſed, to keep cloſe to the Old 
Faith z without adding any thing to 
it: becauſe they added not any new 
Articles ;, but only. more largely and 
fully explained. the old ones. hn 
(hort, they came off from this Excep- 
tion of Yoſt ; as they thought 3 by 
calling their Additions, by the Name 
of Explications and. Declarations, 
not of Additions, But (2) If they 
had direQly-faid ; that they though: 
ft to inlarge the Creed made by the 
Apoliles, . by ſome other  DoGrines 
taken from the New Teliament : 1 
do not think, that this is the work - 
thing, of the kind, that ' Mother 


Church cver did. *Tis known to all 
© Se 


the World, that ſhe has added to, 
and taken away, iromthe'Szcrainents 
and the. Scriptures therefore 'tis no 
ſuch great--wonder, if alſo ſhe turned 
her owi-DoGErines into Creeds ;, and 
mingled her Articles, with the Arti- 
cles of -the-Apoliles, 

From the Sacrament of the Sup- 
per, ſhe hath taxen away the Cup 3 
and in the ſame Sacrament has 
changed unleavened Bread into lea- 
vened. The Sacrament of Baptiſm 
ſhe hath wholly changed, turning it 
into the mimical Rite of ſprinkling 3 
and allo added the Crots, to that 
(falſe) Baptiſm which ſhe admini- 
lters. 

As for the Scriptures, all learned 
Criticks (even of the Trinitarian Per- 
ſwafion) agree, that abundance of 
Words, and fome whole Texts have 
been added. *'Tis unconteſtable, 
that they have added ; there are three 
that bear Record in Heaven, the Fa- 
ther, the WORD. and the Holy 
Ghoſt, and theſe three are one. It 
was expreſly denied at the firft Coun- 
wil of Nice it ſelf, that the Apoſtle 
Paul ſaid, Great is th: Myſtery of 
Godlineſs, G6 O D was n:umfpeſted in 
the Fleſh but, whech ({ which My- 
ſtery) was manifeſted, by Fleth-; 
namely, by the Lord Chriſt, and the 
Apoſtles. And to omit many other 
(certain and yieided) Depravations 
of Scripture, both'- by adding and 
omitting : there are ſhiewd Pictump- 
tions, that to the Inſtitution of Bap- 
tiſm, by our Saviour, in the Goſpel 
of St. Matth:w; theſe Words have 
been added, Inthe Name of the Fa- 
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of the Ap''les: 


ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghoſt""'It- appears in the Ads, and 
Epiſtles of the Apoſtles, that the A- 
pottles never baptized in that Form 
of Words, but only in the Name of 
the Lord Jeſus, ''But we need no 
more but the Teſtimony of one of 
their own Hiſtorians, St. Epiphanits ; 
conceining the Fidelity of the Church 
(as the prevailing Party always calls 
it ſeli) tr preterving pure and intire 
tne OQracles of God. Epiphanius 
owns in dire& terms, that the Or- 
thodox put out of their Bibles ſome 
Paſſages of Scripture, which they 
liked not : and the Bibles of his time, 
that had not been ſo ufed, this good 
Father (roundly) calls them, rhe 
Bibles that have not been rettified. 
Ancor. n. 31, 

3. Yoſſi faith farther, that none 
of the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians, tho 
they have ſet down the Cre«ds made 
in Councils, have recorded the Creed 
thus Socrates and 
others regiiter not only the Crecds 
made in- legitimate Councils, but 
even thoſe by the Arian Councils 
but they have not a Word of the Apo- 
ſtles Creed, To this, I ſay, 1. So. 
crates, and the Hiſtotians that follow 
him, begin their Hiſtories (at ſoon- 
eſt) no-higher, than the Convertion 
of Great Conſtantine to the Chriſtian 
Faith. Therefore *is no wonder, 
that tho they record the Creeds in 
order, as they were compoled by the 
Councils that afſembled under Great 
Conſtantine, and his Succeflors : yet 
they ſay nothing' of the Apoſtles 
Creed, which belonged to a Period 
300 
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300 Years older than the-times of 
which thoſe Hiſtorians write, 2. Yoſ- 
ſius has not asked 3. why Enſebins, 
the oldeſt of the Eccleliaſtical Hiſtori- 
ans, and who begins his Hiſtory from 
the very firſt, has not mentioned or 
recited the Apoſtles Creed 3 becaule 
he forelaw, it would be an{wered ; 
that Enſebius was a thorow-paced 
Arian, a great Oppolſer of Afarcellis 
Biſhop of Ancyra (againſt whom allo 
he particularly wrote) who held the 
Doctrine that the Socinians now. do ; 

therefore perceiving that the Apoſiles 

Creed was as much againſt the Arians 

as the Homo- oultans,2nd that it whol- 

ly favoured Marcellvs, he forbore to 

cake notice of it in his Hiitory, I 

ſhall grant, that Exſ-bins was a moſt 

learned Hi:corian, and that we are 

extremely ia his debt, for the Col- 

letion of antient Monuments and 

Mcmoirs he has left to us: bur I 

c11!'d give, aud h:rcafter (hal! g ve, 

divers Inſtances, of his d:tigned (ups 

picſing whatſoever of Antiquity, 

tnat favoured the Nazarene and Mi- 

neaii (or a5-we now ſpeaks the Socie 

nitan) Doctrine, 

4. The laſt Argument of Yeſſius, 
is propound-d by (the preſent fa- 
mous) Monlkur d# Pin (in his 
Eccl, Hiſt. c. 1. p. 9.) in more advyan- 
tageous Terms 2nd Manner than by 
Voſſinu : 1 will therefore examine it, 
as Mr. du Pin has offer dit. He tays, 
that *tis an Opinion cſtabliſh'd on ve- 
ry g56d Grounds, that this Creed 


was mizde by the Apoſtles ; bur that 
they wrote, or dictated' it, word for 
word,” juſt as we now bave it , he 


He chofe 
to propound his Opinion, after this 
fallacious manner, that he might not 
be talk'd of (it may be, be cenſured. 
by his Superiours) for maintaining 
in terminis an Opinion, which might 


thinks is very improbable. 


be judged to be heretical. For in 
very deed, Mr. du Pin does not only 
not believe, that the Apoltles wrote 
this Creed word for word, as we now 
have it 3 but he thinks, they were 
not Authors of it at all, in any Senſe 3 - 
according, to him, the Apotiles net- 
ther made, nor deſigned to make a 
Creed, He faith indeed, that *tis an 
Ovinion eſtabliſh'd on very good - 
Grounds, that the Apoſtles made 
this Creed ; and the Propoulition he 
undertakes to prove, is only this, 
that the Apoſtles did not write this 
Creed word for word, juſt as we now 
have it : but his Arguments (which 
are the ſame with thoſe of Yoſſims) 
aitnz at this; that the Apoliles neither - 
wiote, nor intended to write any 
Crecd at all. I have already conli- 
deicd ail his Arguments, but only 
the latt ; which both he and Yoſius 
(ſeem to) ſuppoſe, to be the firon- 
geſt: in truth, it is the weakelt, as 
being, made up of Accounts that are 
(too notoriouſly) falle 3 it is this. 
It-the Apoſtles had made a Creed, 
ſaith. Mr. 4s Pin, it would have been | 
tound rhe ſame in 411 Churches, of 
all Ages: all Chriltians would have 
learnt it by Heart ; all Churches, and - 
al! Writers, would have repeated it, 
in the {arge manner and in the ſame 
terms. But the contrary 1s evident, 
for not only in the 2d and 3d Centu- 
ries, . 


ries, but in the 41h alſo there were 
many Creeds 3 and all,” tho the ſame 
as to DoGtrine, yet different in the 
Exprefſion, In the 2d and 34 Ages 
we find as many Creeds as Authors : 
which (hows that there was not then 
any Creed that was reputed to be the 
Apoliles ; or even any regulated or 
eſtabliſh'd Form of Faith. - For Ire- 
news exhibits one Creed, lb. r. Cc. 2. 
and another, lib.1.c.19. Tertul- 
lian makes uſe of three ſeveral Creeds, 
in his Books des Preſcriptione, contra 
- Praxeam, and. de. Virgin. velarats. 
See alſo Origen peri Archon, lib. 1. 
& Dial. contr. 1.7arc, Ryffinits in 
the 4th Age, compares three anitiznt 


. Creeds, of Aquileia, Rome, and the 


- Orient z none of which agree per- 
{&ly- with the common one, nor 
with one another: as will appear 
(faith he) by the Table, containing 
the,4 Creeds, at the End of this Dil- 
courſe. St. Cyril of Feruſalem (in 
his- Catechetick Lectures) gives s a 
particular Creed, uſed by the Church 
of Feruſalem , when this Father 
wrote, The Authors alſo that have 
explained the Creed, as St. Auſtin, 
Serm. 119. St. Maximus, Chryſolo- 
gus, Fortunatws, omit ſome Expreltii- 
ons that are found in the Apolſiles 
Creed as we now have it ; as the Life 
everlaſting : and St. Ferom ſays, that 
the Apoltles Creed concludes with 
the Reſurreftion of the Body but 
now it concludes with the Life ever- 
laſting. Laſtly, he ſaith, that Ruffi- 
2 is the firſt, and only Perſon of 
the 5th Century, who aſſerts that the 
Creed was compoſed by the Apoltles 3 
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and he propoſes his Opinion, only as 
2 Matter wy dnjtnded on eve 
Tradition the other Authors that 
are of this -Opinion, -be ſaith, took 
it up on the Credit of Ruffinws 3 and 
are too Jate in time, to be admitted 
as: Witneſles in this Queſtion, about 
the Authors-of the Creed called the 
Apoltles. 

Never was there leſs Truth, in fo 
many Words 3 I ſhall therefore dil- 
ca(s very particularly, all that he hath 
ſaid. He faith; (1) If the Apoſtles 
had made a Creed, all Churches and 
all Writers would have repeated it, in 
the ſame Manner and Terms, That 
all Churches repeated it in the ſame 
Terms and Manner, we affirm; nor 
wili Mr. du Pin ever prove the con- 
trary, That all Writers ſhould re- 
peat it in the ſame Manner and 
Terms, is a childiſh Suppoſition : for 
ſometimes they have occaſion to re-: 
peat but pars of #t , ſometimes they 
repeat it Paraphraſtically, thereby to 
put on it their own Interpretation, 
Therefore *tis but weakly urged by 
Mr. du Pin, that Irenew gives us two 
Creeds, Tertullian three, Origen yet 
another : for of theſe Writers, Ter- 
tullian (de Virgin, veland.) deſigned 
to repeat but only a part of the 
Creed ; the ſame Tertullian (de 
Preſcript. & contr, Prax.) as allo 
Ireneus and Origen repeat the Creed 
Paraphraſtically or Exegetically, that 
their Reader might take it in their 
Senſe, 'Tis to no purpoſe, that Mr. 
du Pin urges the Creed in St, Cyrill, 
uſed in the Church of Jeruſalem ; 
for no Body denies that atter the 
Coun- 


Council of: Nice; (that 'isycaftes: the 
Year 325.) the- Nicene:Greed; - and 
the Creeds made inumitation-of that; 
were explained in many Places to the 
Youth and Catechumens, inſtead of 
the - Apotiles Creed ; that People 
might be infeded betimes, with-that 
Intidelity which the Nicene Council 
had eſtabliſh?d and publiſh'd, 

Bur whereas he has given us a Ta- 
ble of 4 Creeds; namely, the Vul- 
gar, the Aquileian, that of Rome, 
and that of the Orient-: We ought 
to: thank him, for (implicitly) gi- 
ving up the Queſtion- to us. The 
Reader is to'know, that by the Ori. 
ent (in the Age of Ruffinws, from 
whom Mr. d# Pin takes the Aqui- 
leian; Roman and Oriental Creeds) 
was meant the Eaſtern Part of the 
Roman Empire namely, all the 
Provinces, that ſpoke the Greek 
Tongue 3 which is to fay, all [lyri- 
cum and Grecia, the Kingdoms and 
Provinces of Aſia, the Provinces and 
Kingdoms of Syria, as far as the 
Euphrates and Tigris, Egypt, the 
Ilands in the Archipelago, Adriatick 
and Jonian Seas z all theſe (being 
the better Moiety of the Roman Em- 
pire) were called the Orient. The 
Church of Rome, tho ſhe was not 
( as ſhe now calls her felf ) the 4- 
ſtreſs, yet being the Patriarchal 
Chair of all the Weſt, ſhe was the Ex- 
ample of the Churches of the Welt 
Part of the Empire. I athrm now, 
that theſe two Creeds, as alſo that of 
Aquileia, pertealy agree with the 
Valgar z by which he means the A- 
poſiles Creed as we now have it. 
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Mc, a4, P;n's Table, which we con- 
lcſs io he cxaQ enc "gt will ſhow us 
no Differer.ce, but what will confirm 
every intelligent Reader, that with- 
out peradventure they are all but one 
Creed, made by the fame Author ar 
Joint-Authors, There is more Dif- 
ference between the ten Command- 
ments, as recited by foſes at Exod. 
20, andas repeated again by the ſame 
Moſesat Dent. 5. than between thele 
Creeds : Mr. ds Pin will ſooner per- 
{wade a prudent Reader that the 
10 Commandments in Dexteronomy 
were not the Commandments ſpoke 
on Mount Sinai, and recorded Exead. 
20. than that the 4 Creeds in his 
Table are not the ſame, or came not 
from the ſame Hands. 

The whole Difference of the 4 
Creeds conlifts in theſe (unſignift- 
cant) Words and Expreſſions. The 
Oricntal Creed faid, I believe in one 
God, the Father, Almighty, Inviſi- 
ble and Impaſſible. The Roman, I 
belicve in God the Father Almighty : 
and the Aquileian faid, I believe in 
one God, the Father, Almighty: 
the preſent (or Vulgar) Creed adds, 
Maker of Heaven and Eatth. 

The Roman, and Aquileian, and 
Preſent, fay 3 And in Jefus Chriſt his 
only Son our Lord: the Oriental 
tranſpoles the word 6niy, thus z and _- 
in cur only Lord Jeſus Chriſt, his 
Son. : 

The Oricntal, Roman and Aqui», 
letan ſaid; who was born of the 
Holy Gholt and of the Virgin Zfary : 
the Preſent, by way of Explication ; 
who was conceivea of the Holy 

D Ghoſt, 


Gholt, born. of the Virgin ary. 
The Oriental and Roman, {aid , 
was crucified under Pontzus Pilate, 
and was buried: the Aquilejan, cru- 
cited under Pontius. Palate,. buried, 
deſcended into Hell * the; / Preſent, 
cruciticd under Pontins Pilate, dead, 
buricd, deſcended into Hell. . But 
deſcendit ad inferes, he deſcended to 
thoſe below, .or as we render it snt0 
Hell, is confefsd on all Hands to be 
an accidental Addition in the Creed 
of Agquileia; and from that Creed was 
taken into the Preſent Creed, on this 
Occaſion. In ſome Churches it was 
faid, was buried ;, in others, went to 
thoſe below ;, which (every one fces) 
are equivalent Expreftions, and in- 
tended to lignify the fame thing : but 
the Charch of Aquiteza detiring that 
her Creed ſhould be moſt full and 
complear, took in both the Expreſh- 
ons ; tho at the fame time (as Ruff- 
nk, who was of Aquileta, acknow- 
ledges) ſhe meant no more by both, 
than other Churches by the tingle 
word buried. _ And hence it was, that 


the other Churches and Copies of the. 


Creed, which faid deſcended into 
Hell (or deſcended to thoſe below) 
did omit buried : and fo, at this day, 
doth. the Athanaſian Creed. Butit 
was not long before this Variety of 
expreſling the ſame thing, begat Mi- 
ſtakes : for by occaſion of this Ex- 
preſſion deſcended to thoſe below, di- 
vers began to imagine a local Deſcent 
of Chriſt into Hell. Someof them 


ſaid, to triumph over the Devil ; 
others ſaid, to releaſe thoſe Damned 
who believed and repented at the 


(26) 


fight of him; others had till other 
(as ungrounded) Conceits, But the 
Diſputes about the Reaſons of our Sa- 
viour's Deſcent ro thoſe below, made 
the Article (taken in general) to be 
believed ; and therefore it was added 
at laſt to the Roman Creed, which 
with this and ſome other Alterations, 
makes the Vulgar or Preſent Creed, 

All the Creeds fay 3 the third Day 
he aroſe again from the Dead. : 

The Oriental, Roman and Aqui» 
leian faid ; he aſcended into Heaven, 
fitteth on the right Hand of God, the 
Father : the preſent, tothe word Fa- 
ther, adds the word Al-igbty. 

They all faid; from thence he ſhall 
come, to judg the quick and the 
dead. The Oriental, Roman and 
Aquilean faid ; And in the Holy 
Ghoſt : the Preſent, more explicitly, 
IT believe in the Holy Ghoſt, The 
Oriental, Roman and Aquileian faid; 
I believe the Holy Church, the Come 
munion of Saints: the Preſent to the 
word Church, adds the word Catho- 
lick or Ulaiverial, 

All the Creeds ſaid ; the Forgive- 
nels of Sins. 

In like manner, they all faid ; the 
Reſurretion of the Body ; ſaving 
that the Aquileian aid, of this Body. | 

The Preſent concludes with the 
Life everlaſting : the other three 
mention not the Life everlaſting ; be- 
cauſe it is ſuppoſed and included in 
the foregoing Article, the Feſurrefi- 
on of the Boay. 


I fay now, let any oneread the ten . 
Commandments at Exod., 20., and; 


compare them with the ſame ten 
Com- 


"yy = . WW 
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Commandments at Dent. 5., and he 
will perceive, that He may better'de- 
ny them to be the {ame Command- 
ments, than that theſe four varrom 
Copies are Copies of the fatne Creed, 
The Variations of the 4 Coptes are fo 
inconſiderable, the Cauſes. of that 
Variation ſo obvious and evident, 
that he that will call them, not vars- 
ous Readings of the tame Creed, but 

ſeveral Creeds proceeding from fo 
many ſeveral Compilers, in my opt- 
nion ought (if obſtinate in his Error ) 
to take Phyfick. But if theſe are on- 
ly various Readings of the ſame 
Creed, without doubt we have gain- 
ed our Point, that the Apoſiles were 
the Authors of it. For I dehire to 
know, how it was (morally) poilt- 
ble, chat the Eaſt and Weſt ; which 
is toſay, all the Churches of Chri- 
ſtendom, ſhould in all Kingdoms, 
Provinces and Epiſcopates, happen 
to have the very fame Creed, both 
for Number and Order of Articles, 
and Manner «f Expreſſion; if they 
did not receive it from the very fame 
Perſons, from whom they received 
the Goſpel and the Scriptures, name- 
ly from the Apoſtles and other hirft 
Miſſionaries and Preachers of the Hea- 
venly Doctrine ? It is granted to us, 
that there had been no General Coun- 
cil, when this Creed (2s we have 
made it appear) was the common aid 
only Creed both of the Welt and Ori- 
ent ; therefore when all the Fathers 
(without excepting any) that /peak 
of this Creed, tell us, they have re- 
ceived ex traditions Majorum (by 


Tradition of their Predeceſſors) that 
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this Creed was made by the Apoſtles; 
they. Five us fuch an Account as jutti- 
ties and* proves its own Truth 3 for 
no” other” Caute can be thought of, 
how it-ſhould become the common 
and oily Creed of Chriſtians. 
(2 *Mr. ds Pin faith ; Ruffinus 
(fr the:3rb Ocntiity) i& the tirtt Per 
(on, who flerts that this Creed was 
compoled \by *the Apoſtles 3 and that 
too'from popular Tradition : indeed a 
great many other 'Fathers' fay. the 
lame thing z* but they all had-it-froo 
Ruffinus. Firli, Mr. 4# Pin reckons 
Rffinus to the 5th-Century 3 onlyta 
leflen his Authority and Credit*/in' 
this Queſtion : for it is terthiih;” (and? 
acknowledged by Dr, Cave," and 'at** 
terwards by Mr. du Pin) that Ruff. 
us flouriſh'd at Aquileia in the Year” 
360. at which | ime and Place he 
had a great Friendſhip and Intimacy 
with St. Jerom. It is true, becauſe 
he lived to be old, he faw the Year 
of Chriſt 410 or 411. and from 
hence Mr. dx Pix has taken occaſion, 
to call him a Father of the 5th Cen- 
tury, 'Ruffinus being the firlt of the 
Fathers, that ever wrote an Expoſi- 
tion on the Creed ; I mean, the firſt 
of thoſe now extant : *tis no wonder 
that he 1s alſo the ficlt that expreſſy 
informs us, who were the Authors of 
it ; tho if he had not told us, who 
were the Compilers, the Univerfali- 
ty and Antjquity cf it, are alone {uf 
ficient to declare the Authors and 
Cornpilers. Nor does he fay, that he 
lad learned who were the Framers of 
the Creed, by popalar Report ;, but 
tradunt majores neftriy one Predeceſ- 
; D 2 | ſo s 


{ors (in the facred Fun&ion) -haveſo 
delivered to us, Which'is not'to be 
underſtood neither, of bare oral Tra- 
dition by the preceding Bifhops and 
Presbyters 3 but of the antient Wri- 
ters who had commented on the 
Creed, who (he ſaith) were very 
many. None of them are come 
down to ofir- Times; but of the 
Number was Photinns, Archbithop 
of Sirmium-and Metropolitan of 1lly- 
ricum; who held as the Socinians 
now do, that the Lord Chriſt was a 
Prophet, not God, Whereas Mr. d# 
Pin adds, that all the other Fathers 
(whom he confefles to be very many, 
he ſhould have faid, All that mention 
this Creed) took it on the Credit of 
Ruffinus, that the Apoſites were the 
Compilers of it: it is raſhly faid, 
None of them quote Ruffinus tor their 
Author 3 and divers of them (parti- 
calarly St. Auſtin) alledg- (as Riffi- 
21s does) Tradition for their Ground; 
which, as-I ſaid before, was not on- 
ly Oral Tradition, but the Tradition 
of the- antient Commentators, And 
when- this Critick urges, in the lat 
Place, that St. Auſtin, Maximus, 
and ſome others, who have expound- 
ed the Creed after Raffnis, omit di- 
'vers Words, nay and Exprellions, 
that are found in the Creed as we now 
have it : why has. he concealed, that 
the Words or Expreſſions omitted by 
theſe Expolitors, are only ſuch, as 
they ſuppoſed to be included in other 


equivalent Expreſſions of the Creed ? 


Tho it might alſo ſometimes happen, 


that they did not intend, to explain- 


':be, whele: Creed verbatim, but only 
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the principal ' Words and Articles ; 
namely, ſuch as either were contro- 
verted by Hereticks, particularly by 
the” Gnofticks - and Manichees, or 
were mifunderfiood by Heretical Per- 
ſons. His Inftance ot the Life ever- 
laſting, omitted by Expolitors, will 
do him no Service : tor *tis not ar 
Article (no more than dead, or gone 
to thoſe below are Articles) but only 
an Mluftration or fuller Explication of 
the Article foregoing, the Reſurrettion 
of the Dead. 

Theſe are the Arguments of theſe 
two very learned Criticks (Iwilling- 
ly acknowledg them to be ſuch) 
Voſſrus and Monſieur dw Pin, againſt 
the Apoltles Creed : I have (Ithink) 
not only fully ſatished them 3 but at 
the ſame time defended our Argu- 
ments, for it, againſt their Evaſions. 
For whereas to our Argument, from 
the Teftimony of all the Fathers who 
have ever ſpoke of this Creed; and 
eſpecially of Ruffinus, a moſt learned 
and judicious Father, equalled by 
Mr. du Pin to St, Ferom ; they reply, 
that Ruffinus was but of the 5th Age, 
and ſpoke only from popular Hear- 
ſay, and that all the other Fathers 
took it from him : I have ſhown, 
that theſe are partly untrue, partly 
raſh and ungrounded Affrmations, 
And whereas to what we alledg 
from the (confe(s?d) Antiquity, and 
the Univerſality of this Creed ; they 
anſwer, the Creeds of the Orzent and 
Welt were different : I have evinced, 
that the (pretended) Differences are 
apparently only the various Read- 
ings. of one and the ſame +Creed ; 

the 


the very Commandments are.(much) 
more differently related by Adofes 
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himſelf, than the Apoſtolick Creed 
by the Churches, 


Of Sz. Clemens. 


F the Monuments and Remains 

of the Apoſtolick Age, next 
to the Apoliles Creed, is the Epiltle 
of Clemens Romanus to the Corin- 
thians. This is that Clemens, of 
whom St. Paul makes reſpectful Men- 
tion, Phil. 4, 3. He has written an 
Epiſtle, in the Name and by the Or- 
der of the Church of Rome, to the 
Church of Cor:nth, All the Criticks 
on the Fathers, when they ſpeak of 
this Epiſtle, without an Eye to the 
Trinitarian Controverlies, own, not 
only that *tis unqueſtionably genuine, 
but that?ris a moſt pious, moli judi- 
cions, and an elegant Compolition : 
Mr. du Pin very truly adds 3 © One 
& may diſcern in this Writer, a great 
&« deal of Energy and Vigor, ac- 
& companied with much Prudence, 
© Gentlenels, Zeal and Charity, 
But when they conlider the Doctrine 
of it, with regard to the Trinity, 
and the Perſon of our Saviour, the 
ableſt and anticntelt (and particular- 
ly great Photius, the moli judicious 
Cenſor of the Fathers, and himſelf a 
Father) - cannot mention 1t, . with- 
out Tears in their Eyes. Belides 
Photius, Petavins and Huetins (ta- 
mous modern Criticks) figh it out, 
that Clemens was an nndoubted Uni- 
tarian ;, and the occaſion of this 
Judgment is, . becauſe of the low and 


merely humane Characters, which 
(throughout this Epitile, even where 
he affects to ſpeak of our Saviour in 
the higheft manner) he gives of our 
Saviour®s Perſon and Dignity. But 
I (hall be more particular, than they 
have been, in reterring to the Paſſages 
of this Epifile ; which have ſo grie- 
ved the Trinitarian Criticks, 

Firſt, he always diſtinguiſhes the 
Lord Chritt from God 3 and often fo 
diſtinguiſhes him, that it amounts ta 
a flat and direct Denial, that- he is 
God. 

The Apoliles, ſaith he, ch, 42. 
have preached to us, from our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt z and the Lord Chrif 
from God. The Lord Chriſt then, 
according, to St. Clement, was not 
himſelf God 3- but one that has preach» 
ed to us from God, as the Apoſtles 
preached from Chriſt, 

At chap. 58. he hath thele (de- 
ciding) Words z ** God the Inſpe- 
* tor cf all things, the Father of 
& Spirits, the Lord of all Fleth; 
& who hath choſen our Lord Jeſus 
& Chriſt, and us by-him grant to 
* you Peace, Long-fuffering, . Pati- 
* ence, through our High Prieſt and 
* Proteftor Jelus Chrilt: by whom 
be Glory, and Honour, and Ma- 
* jcliy unto God, now and for ever- 
* more, What a Sccinjan Account. 


(OP 


he 


is here, of our Saviour? He is, faith 


St, Clement, the thoſtn'of God, as we 


alſo are 3 our High - Prieſt and” Pro- 


tetfor,” by his <eftetual-Prayers and 


Interceſſion” for as : and let Honour, 
Glory and Majeſty, be given to God, 
+ him, now and for ever. Did he 
think © the Perſon, of whom he fo 
ſpeaks, "was himſelf God ? 

Bat when he intends to fay a very 
high thing,” of qur Saviour 3 he calls 
hit (at ch. 16,) the Scepter of the 
Majefty of God, He alludes here to 
the Scepter of King Ahaſuerws, which 
he ſtretched out to Queen Eſther, in 
token of his Acceptance and Favour, 
The Lord Chrift therefore, in the 
Do&rine of this Father, differs juſt ſo 
from God 3 as the Enfigns and Marks 
of Power and Majeſty, differ from 
that Majeſty and Power of which 
' they are only the Marks and Signs. 

Bat beſides theſe diminutive Ex- 
preſſions, and abſolutely incontiſtent 
with our Saviour's being Ged; [I 
obferve, that when he endeavours 
moſ; of all (at ch. 36.) to extol the 
real Greatneſs of our Saviour, he 
minds the Corinthians, that by him 
our Hearts and Underitandings are 
inlightned and opened 3 meaning, 
by his Deftrine and Goſpel ;, and that 
be ts exalted above the Angels : to 
which purpoſe he ciies divers Ex- 
preflions of the tirfi Chapter of the 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews, But tho he 
there goes over that whole Chapter, 
for the higheſt Epithets he might give 
to our Saviour, he omits the Er, 
oth, 10th, 11th and 12th Verles 
tn which the Title God is b:ftowed 
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on bim, aud the.Creation of the Hea- 
veni-aud Earth is (thought at leaft 
to be) aſcribed 'to him, . This makes 
me dobbr,” that thoſe Verſes were not 
originalfy *in that Epilile 3 but have 
been ſince. added, St.. Clement endea- 
vours there, to aſcribe to our Saviour 
all che moſt glorious Pretogatives and 
Pre-eminencies, that (with Truth) 
he could ; he himſelf faith divers 
magnificent things of him : he be- 
gins alſo at the firſt Verſes of that firſt 
Chapter to: the Hebrews, goes tho-, 
row the whole Chapter, and con- 
cludes with the lai Veiſes of it 3 and 
yet neither calls him God, nor im- 
putes to him the Creation of Heaven 
and Earth ; nay, of that whole 
Chapter he omits only: thoſe tive 
Verſes which ſo ſpeak of him, tho 
they were moſt of all to Clement's 
Deſign and Aim. It is true, that in 
thoſe Verſes ovr Saviour is called Ged 
in no Other Sen/c, thau Solomon was 
ſo called z for the Author utes the ve- 
ry Words that the Pſalinitt had uſed 
of Solomon, and the: Heavens and 
Earth there meant, 4:c only the New 
Heavens and Earth ioxetold by the 
Prophets, even the Go{pel-Oecono-s 
my and State : yet theſe CharaRters of 
our Saviour are ſo noble, were ſo 
highly to Clement*s Purpoſe and Des }.. 
lign, and it was ſo impoſſible for 
hun (who went thorow- the whole . 
Chapter) to overlook them, that 
cannot believe theſe Verſes. were ther 
a part of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, 
but (as many other Paſſages, both 
in the Goſpels and Epilites) have 
been fraudulently added, Or it may 
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be, they were at firſt a ma 
Note, by ſome Copier ;, and being 
taken by ſucceeding Copiers as 
Words that had been overſeen, and 
not as a Note or Annotation, were by 
them put into the Text it (elf of the 


Epiſtle. This Corruption wſhght the 
more eaſily happen, without being 
oppoſed by any ; becauſe it was a 
long time (near, if not full 4oo 
Years) before this Epiſtle was owned 
as 4, genuine part of. Scripture, any 
where in the Weſt, or in many 
Churches of the Orient, That which 
makes this Conjequre (that theſe 
Verſes have been added to the Epi- 
file to the Hebrews) ſtill more proba- 
ble, is, that thoſe Antients who 
owned this Epiltle as written by St. 
Paul, ſaid, it was originally wrote 
by him in the Hebrew Tongue, and 
tranſlated into Greek (as we now 
have it) by St. Clement, Enſeb. H. 
E. 1.6. c. 3. Theophylatt. Com. mm 
C.1. Epiſt. ad Hebr, But if ſo; 
how can we think, that Clement 
ſhould omit what was moſt for his 
Detign, in an Epiftle which himſelf 
had tranſlated, and therefore was 
perfectly acquainted with it ; and in 
a Chapter too, out of which he had 
cited ſ{0' many Paſſages, that were 
mich leſs to his purpoſe ? The ſhort 
is,” St. Cleent deſcribes our Saviour, 
as the High Prieſt of the Prieſts of 
the New Teſtament : and when he 
hat the fittelf Occaſion, and the 
gre) **ff Opportunity, from an Epiſtle 
of $* Paul, which himſelf had tran- 
[latttfintoreck, to call our Saviour 
Go qnd Creator, he calls him nei- 
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ther z but. only eur High Prieſt, as 
St. Panl does throughout that Epilitle, 
From whence, 1 ſay, we have theſe 
2 (very probable) ConſcQaries; that 
neither did St. Clement think our Savi- 
our to be God or Creator, in any Senſe 
of thoſe Words; nor were thoſe 5 Verſes 
of that Epiſtle of St. Paul, wherein 
Chriſt is 1o filed, originally in that 
Epiſtle, but have been tince added, 
And hitherto of the Judgment of Se. 
Clement, Far tho ſomething might be 
added out of a ſecond Epilile, which 
alſo bears the Name of St. Clement, 1 
ſhall omit it 3 partly, becauſe the Epi- 
ſile is rejected as counterteit, by the 
moſt Learned of the Antients, Eu- 
ſebins, St. Ferom, and Photius * partly 
becauſe the Mcannels of the Stile, the 
Drineſs and Flatneſs of the Thoughts, 
and the Inelegance of the Compoſi- 
tion, - moſt plainly diſcover, that-it 
was none of St, Clement's. Enſebius 
adds, that the Antients never alledg 
or Cite the (pretendgd) ſecond Epilile 
of Clement, Euſeb. H. E.1l, 3.c. 38, 
As to what Dr. Bull quotes out of 
the firſt Epiſtle, and indeavours :to 
improve by paraphralmg (that! is, 
by wreſting) it; tis 1o trivial, as 
well as fo remote, that I ſhall crult 
the Judgment of any (the meaneſt) -. 
Reader with it: but out of the 24 
(counterfeit) Epiſtle, he has abuſed 
his Reader with a broken Citation, 
which may ſee to his purpoſe, when 
indeed it is not, The Words are 
theſe, being the very firſt Words of 
the Epilile ; ** We ought (Brethten);,. 
* trothink of Chrilt, as of God, [It .. 
was knaviſhly done, to omit the next 
Words, 


Words, which were "_ 
Author, to explain thee : 
& ought, ſays this Pſendo-Clemens, 
& to think of Chriſt as of God ; as 
& the Judg both of the Dead and 


4 We 


& Living, His Meaning therefore 
was ; Weovght (Brethren) to think 
of Chrift, as we do of God ; name- 
Iv, that he alſo is our Judg. He 
himſelf has taught us, that God hath 
committed to him all Fudgment, John 
5. 22, And why; becauſe he 1s 
God ? No. but becauſe he is Man : 
for ſo himſelf adds in that very Con- 
text God hath given to him to exe- 
cute Judgment, becauſe he 1s the Son 
of "Man, John 5. 27. 

Out of the gth Chapter of the 
fame Impoſture, Dr. Bull alledges z 
 Feſus Chriſt being firſt a Spirit, was 
made Fleſh. He thould not have lett 
out the following Words fo alſo 
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ned by-the . ſhalt we, #n the Fleſh, receove our R.e- 


ward, In borch the Exprettions he 
leems to deſign, that the Souls of 
Men being firit cfeated, are afterwards 
infaſed into Bodies. They are not 
the Harmony of the Body, nor derived 
ex traduce ; bat firſt really made and 
exiſtent, and then incarnated by the 
Divine Power. But it is Dr. Bull's 
conſtant Method, to omit what goes 
before or after by which his Au- 
thor's Intention may be cleared : or 
to feign (bv occaſion of fome ambi- 
guous preceding, Paſſage) an Inten- 
tion which was never in the Author's 
Mind 3 and by fach (pretended) In- 
tention to interpret the Places, either 
alledged by him, or objetted to him. 
In ſhort, his Reader can never rely 
upon his Quotations; but then leati 
of all, when he falls to explaining or 
paraphraſing. 


Of the Nazarens, 
EF us now proceed to tte Na- 


zarens, Mineans, Ebijonites, and 


Alogians : concerning the former of 


which, Dr. Bull grants, that if the 
Nazarens (or Mineans) were indeed 
Unitarians, if theſe held that the 
Lord Chritt was a Man only 3 the 
| Queſtion is at an end. * He yields, 
that the Nazarens being the Chriſti. 
ans of Feruſalem and Fudea, who 


were converted by the Lord "Chriſt 
and the Apoſiles, and flouriſhed there 
under a Succetlion of 15 - Biſhops" 
whereof the firtt was St;* Fames Bro-' 


Ebionites, Mineans. 


ther of our Lord : if theſe believed, 
that Chriltt was a Man only, it will 
certainly follow, that the Article con- 
cerning our Saviour?s Divinity can be 
no longer defended: Fundic. Eccl, 


Pp. 42. 
I do not thank him, for this Con- 


' ceſlion 3 for who ſees not, that if the 


Churches of Jeruſalem and Fudea, 
planted by the Apoſtles, and which 
indured in a moli flouriſhing Coridi- 
tion - (under 15 fuccefſive Hebrew 
Biſhops) to the times of the Empe- 


"ror Adrian,- were Unitarians 3 then 


IS 


is the Unitarian Belief concerning our 
Saviour, inconteſtably true, and the 
certain DoQrine of.. the Apoliles ? 
But before 1 argue this Point, it will 
not- be unprofitable to the Reader, 
who is not verſed much in theſe Que- 
ſtions, if I give a ſhort Account of 
the Occafion and Reaſon of theſe 
Names, Nazaren, AMinean, Ebio- 
nite. 

The followers of the Dodrine of 
Jeſus, were firli called Chriſtians at 
Antiech, a City of Syria, out of the 
Bounds of Judea: but in Judea it 
ſelf, they were (trom the tir(t) called 
Natarens and Mineans. Natarens, 
from Nazareth, the Place of our 
Saviour's Education : means, from 
an Hebrew Word which fignities He- 
reticks, Tertullm, when he accuſed 
Paul before Felix, makes this to be 
his Fault; that he was & Ring-leader 
of the Seft of the Nazarens, Acts 
24. 5+ To the other Name Minean 
or Heretick, St. Paul himſelf refers, 
in his Defence againſt the ſame Ter- 
eallus ; © This I confeſs, faith Paul, 
& that after the way which they call 
& H:reſy, (o worſhip 1 the God of 
© my Fathers : Ads 24, 14. Thele 
two Names, Nazeren and Minear, 
are indifferently uſed by the Fathers 
in the foll-wing Ages, that is, they 
were applicd to the ſame Perſons and 
Set: fo we learn from St. Ferom, 
writing @ St. Auftin, in theſe 
Words ; & There is to this day over 
« all the Orient, a Jewiſh Se, who 
& are called AMineans ; and by the 
« Vulgar, Nazarens, who believe 
*% in Chriſt, the Son of God. St. 
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Epiphanius, in the Account he gives 
ot this Sec, favs, the Nazerens and 
Cerinthians began at the ſame time, 
and that all Chriſtians were at firft 
called Naz.arens. Epiph, Hereſ. Naz. 
c.1, What he ſays tarther of them, 
ſhall be alledged in its proper Place : 
in the mean time, theſe Teſtimonies 
(which no Man controverts) are ſut- 
ficient to ſhow, what was the Cauſe 
of this Name, and how antient it is 3 
and that the Sed thereby intended, 
not culy indured, but overſpread the 
Orient, at what time St, Ferom wrote 
to St. Auſtin, which was about the 
Year 416. What is meant by the 
Orient, was declared before, when 1 
created of the Creed. 

Ebionites is another Name of the 
antient Unitarians, and firſt (genu- 
ine) Chriltians z tho not without a 
Mixture [if their Adverſaries (after 
having detiroyed all their Writings 
and Defences) may be accepted as 
Witneſſes againſt them] of very bad 
People among them, It is not cer- 
tain, whether they have been thus 
narmed from one Ebion, a particular 
Man ; or from the poor and low QO- 
pinion they had of our Saviour's 
Perſon, owning him indecd to be 
the Chriſt, but the Son of Joleph and 
Mary : Some of the Anticnts afhrm 
the one, ſome the other of theſe. Nox 
is the Matter worth diſputing, be- 
cauſe they are (by all) granted to 
have been Contemporaries with the 
Apoſtles and that they held the 
Lord Chriſt was a Man only, the 
Chriſt, the Son of Joſeph and X4a- 
ry by Generation, = Son of _ 

| 'Y 


by Holineſs, Adoption and Exalta- 
tr07. 

The Queſtion now, between Dr. 
Bull and us, is, not concerning the 
Ebijomtes, tor he and all others grant, 
that the Ebionites held concerning 
our Saviour, that he was a mere 
Man ; but concerning the Nazarens 
and Mineans; namely, whether the 
Nazarens and Mineans ſuppoted, the 
Lord Chriſt was a Divine Perſon, 
and Godz or only a Man, a Pro- 
phet,, the true Meſſias or Chriſt, the 
Son of God (not only by Holineſs, 
Adoption and Exaltation, as the 
other Ebionites ſaid) but by his mi- 
raculous Generation (in the Womb 
of Mary) by the Spirit or Power of 
God ? We affirm the latter of thele ; 
but not altogether confounding the 
Mineans and Nazarens, with the E- 
bionites. For tho they wete both of 
them Jews, or Proſelytes of the Jews, 
yet there was this Difference between 
the Ebionites and the Nazarens ; 
that the former believed the Lord ]e- 
ſas was the Son of Joſeph and Mary 
by Nature, the Son of God by Adop- 
tion, Exaltation and Holineſs 3 but 
the Nazarens faid, he was the Son of 
God alſo by his miraculous Concep- 
tion, being conceived by the Spirit 
or Power of God, and born of Ma- 
rp; who had never known any Man. 
Bat this alſo is to be notcd, that tho 
the Nazarens held our Szviour's mi- 
raculous Conception, by the Spirit of 
God; and the Ebionites contended, 
that he was the Son of only Foſepb 
and Mary: yet becauſe they both 
zoreed in theſe two main Points, that 
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Jeſus Chriſt was a Man only, and 
that the Law (by doſes) ought to 
be obſerved by all Jewiſh Chriſtians 
(not by the Gentile Chriſtians) to- 
gether with the Goſpel 5 therefore 
the Vulgar, and even thoſe Learned 
Writers (of the Catholick Party) 
who contider'd them only in what 
they agreed, namely, that the Lord 
Chriſt is not God, but Man only, 
called both of them Ebionites ; as 
we ſhall preſently ſee. 

Dr. Bull is a very litigious Oppo= 
ſzr ; it will therefore be expedient, 
for the prevention of a great many 
Elufions and Subtletics, to take no- 
tice in the f(t place, what he grants 
to us concerning the propoted Que- 
tion, What the Nazarens beld cons 
cerning our Saviour's Perſon? What 
Authorities has he owned 3 and how 
far has he yielded this Queſtion : 1: 
the yielding of which, he profeſles, 
that the Socinians have carricd this 
whole Controverſy concerning the 
Quality of our Saviour's Perſon ? for 
it can be diſputed no longer, he 
faith, whether our Saviour was a 
Man only, if the Nazaren Chriſtians 
were of that Belief. 

He prants, that Origen aſſures us, 
&« That the Tews who believe in 
«- Chriſt, obſerve the Moſaick Law 
&©« together with the Goſpel : and 
« that all Fews who own Feſus to be 
«© the Chriſt, are called Ebionites. 
Orig. contr, Celſ. |. 2. p. 56. I wiſh, 
inſtead of his wondring at this Ac- 
count given by Origen, he had been 
ſo fincere, as to let the Reader know, 
that Origen having lived long in Sy-* 
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r54, nay in Paleſtine, which is to 
ſay, in the very midſt of the Naza- 
ren or Jewiſh Churches, could not 
but know their true State and Opini- 
ons, He faith, all rhe fews that are 
Chriſtians, are called Ebionites : and 
does not he (and with him, all the 
Antients) every where tell us, that 
the Ebionites were all of them Ulnita- 
riansz nay were called Epbionites; 
from their poor and low Opinion of 
our Saviour, that he was a Man on- 
ly, not God? Let Dr. Ball produce 
any of the Fathers, who have ever 
named the Ebionites, who do not 
alſo (explicitly) confeſs, that they 
believed our Saviour to be a Man on- 
ly, In ſhort, the Nazarens are grant- 
ed by all (and by Dr. Bull in particu+ 
lar) to be thoſe Chriſtian Jews, that 
were gathered into Churches in Je- 
ruſalem and Paleſtine, by the Mini- 
firy of the Apotiles themſelves ; Orz- 
gen (who lived among them) wit- 
neſſes, that all Jews who were Chri- 
ſtians, were nained Ebtonites or the 
poor 085, partly from the poor Opint- 
on they had of our Saviour's Perſon, 
partly becauſe they adhered till to the 
beggarly Principles and Rites of the 
Moſaick Law : it unavoidably fol- 
lows, that the Nazarens were Ebio- 
nites in this Senſe z that they held 
the Lord Chritt was a Man only, and 
obſerved the Law together with the 
Goſpel, I ſa:d, Ebionites #2 this 
Senſe ;, becauic, as was noted betore, 
the Evicnites, more ſtricily ſo called, 
believed our Saviour vas the Son of 
Joſeph and Mary + bu the Nazarens, 
tho they believed he was a Man only, 


yet they held he was miraculouſly con- 
ceived in tie Womb of ary, by the 
lolc Power and Energy of God, with- 
out the Concurrence of any Man, 

As Origen makes-no Diſtinction of 
the Ebionites, into Ebionites aud 
Nazarens ; becaule of their Agree- 
ment in the main Points, that rhe 
Lord Chriſt was a Man only, and that 
the Moſaick Law muſt be obſerved by 
all Jewiſh Chriſtians * no more does 
Euſebins, who contents himſelf to 
oblerve, that ſome Ebtonttes hold the 
miraculous Conception ; others of 
them ſay, be was the Son of Joſeph 
and Mary. Enſeb. H, E.1l, 3. 6. 27. 
But neither he nor Or:gen charge ei- 
ther of them, as Epiphanins in aftex 
Ages (from no Author) does; that 


they owned of the Old Teltament, 


only the Books of Moſes and Foſhua, 
not the Prophets: or that-they ca- 
lumniated St. Paul, and rejected his 
Epililes 3 publiſhing alſo certain As 
of St, Paul, wherein they charge him 
as an Apoſtate from the Lav, only 
becauſe he could not obtain for his 
Wite a Prieft's Daughter. Epipha- 
71M 1mputes this, not to the Naza- 
ren-Ebionites, but to thoſe Ebionites 
who held our Saviour was the Son of 
only Foſeph and Mary: but as I 
ſaid, he quotes no Author 3 and there- 
fore this ſeems to be one of the mali- 
tious Tales which contending Seas 
and Parties frequently raiſe upon one 
another. So in after-times, the Al- 
bigenſes, Waldenſes, and Wiclev'tes, 
were charged with monſtrous Herc- 
fies, which they not only abomina- 
ted,, but are refured by the Prote- 
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Fant Hiſtorians, 'out bf the Cate- 
chiſms, Sermons, ' and 'other Books 
of thoſe carly Reformers,* They were 
charged with teaching, that the De- 
vil is above God z that Elizabeth 
was Chriſt's Concubine, and taken 
with: him in Adultery ; with other 
more horrid and foolith things, not 
ht to be named: but the Proteſtant 
Hiltorians have evinced, to the Sati(- 
faction even of all learned and inge- 
nuous Papiſts, out of the Books and 
Catechiſms of thoſe pious Men ; that 
thele are diabolical Calumnies, de- 
viled by their Perſecutors the Friars. 
Farther, Dr, Bull” grants, that 
Theodbret ( Heret, Fab.l. 2. c. 3.) 
affirms expreſly, that the Nazarens 
honour the Lord Chriſt, only as a holy 
AMan, notas God or a Divine Perfon. 
- Becaulc this Father alſo lived in Syria, 
*was 2- molt learned and inquititive 
-Perſon, and writeth in that Work 
' (before-quoted) of all Hereticks and 
their Opinions 3 we may (ſurely) re- 
ly on the Account he gives, ?Twas 
impoſſible that Theodorer, whoſe 
"Bithoprick was in Syria cava, where- 
abouts the Nazarens and Mineans 
then moſt abounded'; and whoſe ve- 
ry Defign'it was (in that Book which 
'we alledg) to ſet down the peculiar 
- Opinions of all the Diſtintionsand 
- Denominations of Chriſtians : I ſay, 
"tis impoſſible he ſhould not certainly 
know the Doctrine of the Nazatens, 
the moſt famous as well as moſt anti- 
- .enrof all "thoſe Denominations which 
diſitnted- from rhe Church (oripre- 
vailing Party) of thoſe Fines: And 
whereas Dr, Bull excepts, that Theo- 
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avret is a later Father than ſome he 
quotes; tis a mere and. a wretched. 
Subterfuge, Firft, becauſe St. Fe- 
rom (before cited) witneſſes, that 
then the Nazarens flouriſh'd over all 
the Orient; and Epiphanizs, that 
they abounded chiefly in Paleſtine and 
Sy1i4 cava, Secondly, becauſe in 
very Deed Theodoret was conteinpo- 
rary with Salpitivs Severus, who 1s 
(as we ſhall ſee) Dr. Bull's only Au» 
thor, the only Father who ever mif- 
took the Nazaren Doctrine concern- 
ing our Saviour : and the Occafiunof 
his Miſtake was, that he lived fo re- 
mote from them 3 they in the Ori- 
ent, he in'the Weſt, that is to ſay, at 
about 2000 Miles diſtance. Sulpitins 
began to write (at ſooneſt) about the 
Year 401. Theodoret was made Bi- 
ſhop in 420. ſo Theodoret might be 
the older Man. But however that be, 
one lived in Syriaamong the Naza- 
ren Churches; the other in the re- 
moteli Parts of Gaxl, diſtant from the 
Nazarens the whole length of the Ro- 
man Empire, when in its greateſt 
Extent ; and therefore "tis n0- won- 
'der, if He miſtook the Nazaren Do- 
trine. 

He grants, again; that Epiphani- 


4 (Hereſ. 30. c. 2.) informs us; 


Cerinthians & Nazareis fuſe, 
0 (4010 TX PDROMuUATz, the Cerinthi- 
ans and Nazarens had like Senti- 
ments: and (Heref.” 30. c. 2.) Nas 
Zareos & Ebjonaos capita ſimul con- 
thliſſe, ſuamque nequitiam invicem. 
communicaſſe, i.e. © The Nazarens 
«and Ebionites laid Heads together, 
* '2rd communicated their Jmpiety 
| * (by 


\ 
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( by which Epiphanima , without 
doubt, means their: Hereſy). ** one 
*« with another. , Lally, that 1£&pr- 
anius doubts only ot this y .whether 
in this the Nazarens- agteed with-ile 
Cerinthians, that the Lord. Chili 
was: a common and ordinary Many or 
was miraculouſly generated - by. the 
Holy Spirit (or. Power of Gud) in 
the Womb: of Mary. Let us put 
this together 3 Epiphanins fays, the 
Nazarens and Cerinthians had. like 
Opinions :. -but did. the former be- 
lieve (as the other did) - that the 
Lord: Chritt was 4 common Man, 
born / (as all other Men are) ofa hu- 
mane Father and Mother 3+, or .did 
they grant, that he was a Man in- 
deed, but miraculouſly concerved.by 
the Divine Power, in the Womb of 
a Virgin ?  Epiphanzus profeſles, that 
he cannot,..upon his @wn Knowledg, 
charge the Nazarens-with the former 
of theſe Opinions. Farther, he 
owns, 'that the Ebionites and Naza- 
rens were extremely gratious and in- 
timate,, and communicated in, the 
fame Impiety ;. that is, Herely.., 
Theſe Teltimonies do Ragger Dr, 
Bull, fo that at laſt ( Jude, Eccl, 
Pp. 56, 57-) he is willing to grant, 
that at length ſome: Nazarens were 
infected with-the Ebionite Heely, 
that the Lord: Chrili is,a Man, only : 
and of theſe Nazarens (whom he 
calls the latter Nazarens, tho the 
Ancients never make any ſuch Diltin- 
-Rion, as the former and latter Naza- 
:Tens) he. thinks, Orrgen is to. be. un- 
dertiood, when, he (ays,-'a$ /was be-: 
'foxe quoted, that the Zerpiſh Chriſt; 


ans (3. 6. the Nazarens) are Ebio 
nites,"; There never. was a more in” 
judicious Paragraph, , unlels the Man 
wiltully preyaricates, . For tirit, why 
doth he tay, , ſome. Nazarens were in- 
tected with the Eviouite Hereſy; when 
Origen (who 1s his Author). expreſly 
lays, all the Jewiſh Chriſtians are E- 
bionutes? Efol@ldzol Xenuaritsan, 
lays Origen, ot om Isdteicoy F I10Ev 
&5 X pieev 77RpgJEHuucyer;. i, c, the 
Jews, that own Jeſus to he the Chriſt, 
are Ebionites, Contr, Celſ, 1. 2. p.56. 
Secondly, I delire to know ot Dr. 
Bull, how Epiphanias could more ct- 
tectually declare the Doctrine of the 
Nazarens concerning the Quality of 
our Saviour's Perſon, than by ſaying, 
they hold as the Cerinthians do ; and 
they mutually communicate their He - 
reſy with the Ebionites,, For was it 
ever. made a_ Queſtion, , ox dares he 
queſtion it,. that the Cerinthians.and 
Ebionites held, the Lord Chriſt was 
a Man only ? Tis a ridiculous Sub- 
terfuge, when he pretends, the Na- 
zarens might at firſt hold the Divinity 
of our Saviour, but afterwards (lorne- 
what before Orager's time) fell off to 
the Cerinthian - and Ebijouite Do- 
Grine. For I requeſt him, to pro- 
duce but the lealt Intimation from 
any, Father or Hiftorian, that the Na- 
zarens, changed their Opinion, by 
talling oft from the. Trinitarians to 
the Ulnitarians, as he pretends they 
did : *%ws a mere ſhift, to: which he 
was forced, by the Clearneſs. of the 
1.citimoniss. given by Origen and 
KEpiphanims. 


"A 
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ButlI ſhall mind him of other Evi- 
dences, that the Nazarens were Uni- 
tarians3 or held but one Divine Per- 
{on, and that our Saviour was'a Man 
only. Epiphanin: ( Hereſ. Naz.c.7.) 
lays; Nazarei & Judeis nulla in re 
aifjentiunt, niſi quod in Chriſt um cre- 
dunt : 5,e, * The Jews and Naza- 
& rens differ in nothing, ſaving that 
& the latter believe in Chrift. But 
it the Nazaren Chrittians had held 
more than one Divine Perſon, or that 
the Meſſias or Chriſt was to be God; 
they had diftered from the Jews, in 
two the higheſt Points of all: tor all 
Men know and own, that the Jews 
believed but one Divine Perſon ; and 
Dr. Ball himſelt has largely proved, 
(out of Juſtin Martyr) that the Jews 
expected, that the Metlias/(or Chriſt) 
ſhould be a Min only, not God. To 
the Teſtimony of Juſtem, he might 
have added Orzgen contr. Celf. l, 2. 
f.79. &l.4.p.162, 

Farthermore, when Epiphanius 
(in the Chapter before-quoted) makes 
doubt, whether the Nazarens held 
that the Lord Chriſt was the Son of 
Joſeph and Mary, or. was miracu- 
louſly generated by the Holy Spirit in 
the Womb of Mary : who fees not, 
that he took it for granted and cer- 
tain, that they denied he was God or 
a Divine Perſon 3 it he had not firſt 
{uppoſed that, he could never have 
made it a Queſtion, whether they did 
not think he was the Son of only Fo- 
ſepb and Mary ? Becauſe he knew, 
that the Nazarens believed the Lord 
Chriſt was only a Man 3 therefore he 
queliions, and otherwiſe could not 
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queſtion ; whether they held, he was 
the Son of Mary by Foſeph, or of 
Mary by the Holy Spirit ? 

To add now no more, St. Auſtin 
(contr. Crefe, 1, 1. c. 31.) ſays; Et 
nunc ſunt quidam -Heretici, qui ſe 
Nazareos vocant ;, & nonnullis tames 
Symmachiant appellantur, i.e. © There 
& are now. certain Hereticks, by 
* themſelves called Nazarens3 but 
& by divers they are named Symma- 
& chians. To know therefore what 
the Nazarens held, we need only to 
inquire, what Symmachus held, Eu- 
ſebins will anſwer 3 Symmachus was 
an Ebionite, and maintained Chriſt 
to be the Son of Foſeph and Mary. 
Euſeb. H, E. 1.6.c.17. But here 
we are to note two things, Firſt, 
the Nazarens did not hold, that the 
Lord Chriit was the Son of Foſeph 
and Mary; but the Son of God, by 
miraculous Conception in the Virgin 
Mary. But divers (as St. Auſtin 
has cautiouſly worded it) were not 
ſo critical, or ſo well verſed m the 
Knowledg of Se&s, as to mind or 
underftand the ſeveral Subdiviſions of 
them: therefore becauſe the Naza- 
rens were fo tar Ebionites and Sym- 
machians, that they held the Lord 
Chriſt was a Man only, tho generated 
not by Foſeph but by the Power of 
God in the Womb of the Virgin a- 
ry; they called them Ebionites and 
Symmachians, tho both theſe (the 
Symmachians and Ebionites) not on- 
ly believed that Clirilt was but a Many 
but that he was the Son of Foſeph by 
his Wife Mary, not of God by the 
Virgin Mary, Secondly, RR 
an 


and the Ebionites, as they held our 
Saviour to be the Son of Foſeph and 
Mary; fo they contended, that the 
tirlt Chapter of St. Matthew's Go- 
{pel was added by the Greek Tran- 
ſlator. St. Matthew wrote his Go- 
{pel in Hebrew 3 when it was tran- 
ſlated into Greek, the Tranſlator pre- 
faced it with a Genealogy, and a 
Narration that our Saviour was con- 
ceived by the Holy Spirit of God, 
and was not the Son of Joſeph: but 
this Genealogy and Narration, faid 
Symmachus and the Ebionites, is not 
in the Hcbrew Goſpel of St. 2at- 
thew, nay is the mere Invention of 
the Tranſlator. - As for the-other Go- 
{pels, the Ebionites and Symmachs 
did. not receive the Goſpel of St. 
Luke : and tor that of St. Fohr, they 
ſaid it was indeed written by Cerin- 
thus, to confirm his (Platonick) 
Conceits about the Logos or WORD 
which he ſuppoſed to be the Chriſt, 
2r Spirit of God that reſted on, and 
:nhabited the Perſon of Feſus. 

Let us now, for the Eaſe of the 
Reader, ſum up this whole Evidence 
concerning the Nazarens, in ſhort 
Paragraphs. All grant, they were 
the Jewiſh Cihriltians, - whoſe turſt 
Churches were gathered by the Apo- 
ltles theinſelves in Fudea, Feruſalem, 
Paleſtine, Syria, Arabia, and the 
wiole Orient. The Queltion is, 


wiaat they held concerning Almighty 
God, and the Perlon of our Saviour 
jelus Chriſt : whether they faid, there 
15 but one Divine Perſon, and our Sa» 
VIOUz- is a- Man only ; + or- whether 
tney held a Trinity-of Divine Perſons, 
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and ' that our Saviour is God moi 
High? Weathrm the former of thee, 
Dr. Bull the latter, We alledg that, 

Theodoret lays, in expreſs Terms; 
the Nazarens honour the Lord Chriſt, 
not as God, but only as a boly Man. 
We obſerve, that Theodzret lived 
where (Epiphanizs informs us) the 
Nazaren Churches then moſt abound- 
ed, in Syria cava: and that in the 
Work by us quoted, it is the very 
Deſign of Theedoret, . to tell us the 
particular Opinions of the ſeveral De- 
nominations and Sects of Chrittians. 

We alledg again, that the moſt 
learned Qrigen, who allo lived a long, . 
time in. Syria and. Paleſtine it (elf, 
lays; thatall. Jewiſh Chriftians were 
Ebionites. And Enſebines, that al! 
Ebionites hold the Lord Chriſt is a 
Man only ; but they are divided (fays 
he) into two Sects: for the Symma- 
chians and ſuch like Ebtonites believe, 
Chriit is a Aſan, the Son of Joſeph 
and Mary ; others of them ſay, he is 
a Man ( miraculouſly ) generated by 
the Holy Spirit, or Divine Power, 
in the Womb of a Virgin. 

St, Auſtin fays, the Nazarens are 
Symmachians. . But he means only, 
they are thu far Symmachians, that 
they think Chritt 1s only a Man, noc 
God, 

Epiphanius lays, tne Iazarexs 
communicated in their Hereſy with ths 
Ebionites, and that they held as ths 
Cerinthians do : both which belie- 
ved, that our Saviour was a mere 
Man, He lays, they agreed in all 
Points with the Jews ;, - conceiming 
whom , . 'tis certain and pranted.; 


that - 
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that they never believed more than 
one Divine Perſon; and Dr. But 
himſelf has proved, that they ex- 
peRed the Meflias (or Chriſt) ſhould 
be a Man, not God. © Again, | Epe- 
phanius makes it appear, that he took 


it for- yielded, that the Nazarens be- 
lieved the Lord Chriſt to be a Man 


onlyz in that he doubts, whether 
they did not alſo hold, that he is the 
Son of only Joſeph and Mary. 


To Dr. Bull's Objeftions concerning the Nazarens. 


S to what Dr. Butt objedts, 1 
ſhill now evince, how frivo- 
lous and impertinent it is. He ob- 
jeds tuſt, the Authority of Swlpirrms 
Severus, who began to write about 
the Year 401. Sulpitize lays," © The 
* Emperor Adrian drove all ews 
« out of Feruſalem : but this tended 
© to the Advantage of the Chriſtian 
« Religion; for at that time almoſt 
& all of them believed 57 Chriſt God. 
Hiſt. ſacr. 1.2.c. 31. This Expul- 
fion of all Jews .from Feruſalem, 
hapned about the Year of Chriſt 1 35. 
The Words almoſt all are intended to 
Genify, that as.the Jews were the Ma- 
' Jority of the Inhabitants and Citizens 
of Feruſalem; fo the moſt (the far 
greater Number) of them were 
Chriſtians. But when he adds, they 
believed in.Chrit-God; I have pro- 
ved it to be a Miſtake, by the Telſti- 
mony of thoſe Fathers who lived 
among the Jewiſh Chriftians, name- 
ly, Origen and Theodoret ; and of 
other Fathers who were much nearer 
to them than Sulpitzzs, even Epipha- 
wi and St. Auguſtin. Epipbanius 
was Biſhop of Conflentsa in Cypri, 
an Ifland juſt by Paleſtine; and he 


himſelf was a Native, and had his 
Educatiowin Paleſtine : St. Auſtin, 
from Hippo in Africa, informed him. 
{elf of the State of the Syrian and Pa- 
leftine Churches, not only by-Letters 
to and from the Learned Men of thoſe 
Churches and Provinces ; but alſo by 
ſome of his Clergy, whom he main- 
tained at Jeruſalem and the Holy 
Land, only for Intelligence and In- 
formation, On the contrary, $u/- 
pits lived in Aquitan, a Province of 
Gaul, in the (remoteſt) weſtern 
Parts. of the Roman Empire 3 at the 
Diſtance of above 2000 Miles from 
Paleſtine and Syria, where the Jewiſh 
Chriſtians had their Churches 3 or as 
their Enemies (particularly St. Fe- 
rom) ipoke, their Synagogues. We 
cannot much wonder, that at fo 
great a Diſtance from the Jewiſh 
Chriſtians, Salpitivs miſtook their 
Doctrine, concerning the Quality of 
our Saviour's Perſon, or whether he 
were God or Man : nor will any Man 
of Prudence think, that one S»/pitiua, 
at ſuch a Remotion from them, is to 
be believed, againſt ſo many moſt 
learned Fathers, who dwelt partly 


among the Nazarens, partly very 
near 
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near to them. Beſides, Sulpitiawas 
10t a Divine, but a Lawyer; bred a 
Heathen, and went over to the Chri- 
ttian Religion after he had long pra- 
diſed (as they ſpeak) at the Bar : *cis 
eafily conceived, that a New Con- 
vert to Chrittianity, might not be ve- 
ry Skilful in the Knowledg and Di- 
{linction of Secs. Therefore Mon. 
tieur du Pin oblerves concerning! Sal. 
pirtee, ** That tho his Abridgment of 
& the Eccleliaſtical Hiſtory is the beſt 
«© we have of the Antients, yet it is 
« not very exact : He commits di- 
& vers Faults againſt the Truth of 
& Hiſtory, eſpecially the Eccletialti- 
* cal. Eccl. Hiſt. cent. 5. p. 112. 
Dr. Bull cites alſo Enſeb. Hiſe. 
I. 4. c, 5. where that Hittorian fays ; 
that the firſt 15 Biſhops of Jeruſalem 
fac bur a very ſhort time 3 but that he 
finds in the Writings of the Antients, 
that thoſe Biſhops reccsved and pro- 
feſſed the true Knowltedg of Chriſt, | 
believe, there 15 no learned Man will 
doubc, that Euſebine his Author for 
this, was Hegeſippm ;, who was the 
firſt that wrote an Ecclelialtical Hiſto- 
ry, which he publiſhed about the 
Year of Chiift 190, a 'Work now 
loft, to che great Regret of learned 
Men. Bat when Hegeſirpm lays, the 
Biſhop; of Jeruſalem profeſſed the true 
Knowleds of Chriſt, did'he mean, (as 
Dr. Bull ſuppoſes; that Chriſt is God 
moſt High > No, he meant, that 
they protefied (in oppotition to the 
Docete and others, who held the 
Pre-exiſtence of our Saviour, and that 
he*was not a Man) -he was a true 
and very Man, and 3 Maw only- 


Ot this L am per{waded by theſe Con 
liderations., | 

. Firit, Hegeſippus was himſelf a 
jewith, Chrittzan, as Enſebwms ( Hiſt. 
b.4.c. 32.) witneſſes: but all Jew- 
iſh Chriliians, ſaith Orggen, (who 
lived and flouriſh'd above 100 Years 
before. Exfebius) were Ebionites , 
that is, denied the Divinity of Chrilf, 

Secondly, The fame - Enſebins 
(ibid. ) lays, that Hegeſippus made uſe 
of St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel ; 
which was uſed only by the Ebionites, 
and Unitarian Chrittians. 

Thirdlv, When Hegeſippus ( apud 
Euſeb. ibid. ) reckons up the Hereties 
and Hereticks of the Jewiſh Nation, 
that were (faith he) againſt the Tribc 
of Judah, :and againit Chrilt 3 be 
names the Samaritans, Pharilecs, Sad- 
duces, Efleans, Masbotheans, Gali- 
leans, Heimerobaptilis: bat it the 
Denial of our Saviour's Divinity had 
been a Jewilh Hereſy, if thc Ebionites 
or Cerinthians had been Hereticks, in 
the Judgment of Hegeſippus, they 
mult have - come into the Catalogue 
ot Hereticks that were againſt Chriſt, 
for *tis certain (and yielded on all 
hands) that both theſe Sects denied 
the Divinity of our Saviour. It it be 
laid, Hegeſippus might not reckon 
the Ebionitcs and Cerinthians amung, 
the Jewiſh  Hereticks 3 becauic tho 
they were Jews by Nation, they were 
Chrittians by Religion : yet at Jealt he 


would have put them into the Lift of 


Chit{tian 'Hereticks, which .he does 
not. The Ghaiſtian Herctiies, accord- 
ing to Hegeſippes, are the Hereſy of 


the Simonians; Menandrians, Mar- 


t CIONITES. 


- 
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tonites, Carpocratians, Valentinians, 
Bafilidians, Saturniuians ; but not / a 
word 'of the Ebjonite,Cerinthian,Alo- 
gran, or Monarchian Hexeticks, who 
were all Unitarians. But the Rea- 
der muſt here take. care, that he is 
not impoſed on by Yaleſus his Tran- 
Fation of Exfebins : ior the Tranſla- 
tion, after the Enumera:ion of the 
before-named Heretics and Hereticks, 
* adds: ( alizg;) ard others, as if ſome 
were omitted 3 but tne Greek Text 
of Enſebize has no ſuch Words, In 
thort, I ſay, Hegeſippme gives a Cata- 
logte'of the Hereties of the Jews and 
Gentiles, but does not account ei- 
-ther the Cerinthians or Ebionites 
among the Hereticks 3 which he cer- 
tainly would, if he himſelf. had held 
the Pre-exifience and Divinity of our 
Saviour. | 

Laſtly, I have before cited Yale- 
fi, owning and profeſling, that the 
Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory of Hegeſipprs 
awas lofi by the Antients : becauſe 
(like the Hypotypoies of St. Clemens) 
it was obſerved to agree with the Uni- 
tarians. - If it be taidy But did not 
Euſebius know this 3: and yet he al- 
ways ſpeaks reipectfully of 'Hegeſip- 
pr. | anſwer, without doubt -he 
new it 3 but durſt not take notice of 
jt: it was not for E«ſebsw, to find 
tut with an Apotiohcal Father; he 
could only diſſemble his Knowledg of 
what the Unitarians (and particu- 
tarly his Antagoniti Afarcellas) would 
"not fail to make Advantages and 


this allo is the Reaſon! as I hunted be. 
* Pike, (why this crafty Avian will take. 


"no notice of the Apoltolick Creed, 


as compoſed by them, tho he recites 
paraphraſtically (that fo he may im- 
poſe on his Reader): the'Heads of it. 
Elk, 5:1. 6: 13. 

But if Hegeſippus (Unitarian He. 
geſippus) was the Author whom Eu- 
ſebias tollows, in the Account he 
gives of the firſt 15 Biſhops of Feru- 
ſalem, that they profeſſed the true 
Knowledg of Chriſt ; which will not 
be queltioned by any that are conver- 
{ant in Euſebins, or have obſerved that 
he profeſies (Ht. 1. 4. c. 8, & 22.) 
to follow Hegeſippus concerning the 
Apoſiolick and following times : we 
bave allo gained another very great 
Point 3 namely, this. That not on- 
ly the Jewiſh Chriſtians, but thoſe of 
Rome and all the great Churches to 
which Hegeſippas had reſorted, to 
know their Doctrine and Diſcipline, 
were alſo Unitarians; that is, held 
(with Hegeſippus) that the Lord 
Chrift is a Man only. For he faith 
(apnd Enſeb. I. 4. c. 22.) © That he 
© travelled to Rome, where he lived 
under the Popes Anicetus, Soter 
and Eleutherus, {ucceilively Popes 
of Rome; but both here, and in 
all other Epiſcopates, they keep 
the DoGrines taught by the Law 
and the. Prophets, and by our Sa- 
© viour. Briefly, Þ* owns, thathe 
found the Churches every where to be 
Orthodox and uniform : of which, 
if he was an Unitarian, as (I think) 
I. have proved, the Meaning, can-be 
only. this ; that they believed, as the 
Jewiſh Chgiſtians do, the Lord Chriſt 
is # Man, the Prophet and Meſſehger 
of God, on whom thr Logos vf Di- 
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vine WORD reſted. This perfely 


agrecs with the Account that the bl 
Unitarians (iu Exſebins) give; natne-' 


ly, that they had kept the Doftrine de- piph 


liver'd by. the Apoſtles, and which 
was profeſſed every where, till the Op- 
poſition made to it, by the Popes Vitor 
4:4 Zepnerin, who ſucceeded to E. 
lextberns, as he to Soter, and Soter 
t© dnicetus, with which Orthodox 
Popes iZepeſippus had converſed. The 
ſhozc is; We grant that Exſebius 
iays, the Feruſalem-Biſhops profeſſed 
the true K nowledg of. Chriſt + We an- 
fwer, . he: borrowed this trom Hege- 
ſippus, whom he took for his Author, 
eſpecially in what concerned the A- 
poliolick Times, -and the. Times that 
followed, tothe taking of Feruſalen 
by the Emperor Adrian in the' Year 
135, that is, while the 15. Biſhops 
(concerning, whom our preſent Que- 
ſion and Debate is) governed the 
Churches. of Fernſalem. and Fudea. 
But Hegeſippus being himſelf a Jewiſh 
Chriſtiang that is, one that believed 
our Saviour to be a Man only, when 
he faid,. the. Ferwſalens Bilhops pro» 
felled the\true Knowledg of Chriſt, he 
wadoubtedly meant, .that our Lord 


was a true and mert Man ; againſt . 


the Docete and other platonizing 
Chriſtians, who held his Pre-ex- 
iſtence, and: denied that he was a 
Man, | ; 

- Dr. Ball is not aſhamed: to infer, 
from St. Auftin's Saying,” that rhe 
Nazarens confeſs Chriſt is the Son of 
. God; chat they held. he is ſo the Son 
of-God,. that. be was birn of God 
\fren all. Eternity, I ay,' | he'is not 


aſhamed of this Inference, tho he 
knows” that all -Ebionites believed 
Chriſt was a Man only ;' and: yet E: 
phanins fays of them, divers: times, 
as St. - Auſtin does of the Nazarens, 
that 'rhey own the Lord Chriſt is the 
Son of God. ' For tho the Ebionites 
did not believe the miraculous Con- 
ception, yet they ſaid the [ ord Chrilt 
is the Son of God, progreſſione YVirtu- 
tis, & quatenus ad ſublimia celeſtiaq, 
proveltus eft, 8.e. by Holinels, and 
by his Exalcation to the right Hand of 
God, Epiphan Hereſ. Ebion, c. 13. 
Iren, . 3. c. 30.  Burtlet ns recite the 
very Weras of St. Auſtin, de Heref. 
c, 9, 10. © The Nazarens, as they 
& confeſs Chriti is the Son of God, 
& {o they obſerve. the whole Law 3 
& the which, Chriltians have beer 
&« taught that *cis to be underſtood 
& and taken ſpiritually, not carnalty, 
© The Ebionites als fay, that Chritt 
© 15a Man only, andioblerve the car- 
© nal Precepts of the Law, Theſe 
Words, the Ebjonites alſo ſay, that 
Chriſt is a Man only, would be Non- 
ſenſe; it the Nazarens, of whom he 
ſpeaks :mmediately before, had not 
likewiſe (o held. 

In like manner he would put a falſe 
Meaning, on theſe Words of St, Fe- 
rom; * The Nazarens believe in 
* Chriſt the Son of God, who was 
* born of the Virgin Mary: the 
&« {zme, fy they, who ſuffered under 
& Pontius Pilate, and role again 
© from the Dead; in whom alſo 
« IVE (i.e. we of the Church) be- 
& lieve. One would have thought, 
that when the Nazarens fay here 1 

F 2 We 
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We believe in the Son. of God. that 
was born of the Virgin Mary, was-put 
to Death under Pontius Pilate, and; 
roſe ay am from the Dead : they hag, 
tutfhciently declared, that the Sou. of. 
God in whim they bel.eved. was the 
Man Cltilt Jetus; not a Son of Gods. 
that could not be born of. the Viigin: 
Mary, 'or die, or rile again, Bur 
becauſe St. Ferom (ays,. in mhom alſo: 
we believe ; Dr. Bull cries out, Look 
here, the Nazarcns belicved- in that 
Son of ' God, in whom the Orthg- 
dox belicved. * We think ſo too, 
Doctor ; becauſe both Parties believed 
inthe Son of God, who was generated 
and born of Mary, died, ard roſe 
again's tho the Orthodox (lo called) 
Invented:alſo another Son of God a 
Son that could not. be generated and 
bortt of Afary, a Son that could not 
die;' a Son as old a4 his Father, a (c- 
cond Almighty , another Creator, 
nrit made known by the .Counci) of 
Nice,” © 

Next, Dr. Bull produces a Paſſage 
out of Faſtin Martyr, to prove that 
there were ſome Chriſtians who vb- 
ſerved: the Mofaick .Law,. and yet be- 
lieved in ſuch a Chrilt, 'who mas;be- 
fore: Luciter and the Moons: and who 
could theſe be, but the Nazarens? I 
anſwer 3. whoever they were, they 
were not the Nzarens : inolt of the 
Cnottick Sects, who allo-vbſerved-the 
Moſaick Law, held the Pre-exalicnce 
of our Saviour, What hinders, but 
that they might be the Cernthians ? 
Belides,” it is uncertain, whether 
Tuſtin meant to: fay, that there were: 
me Chriſtians whokeep the aw, of 


Moſes, and yet believe that Chriſt: 
was before Lucifer and! the. econ 7 
ta-make out this: Sealy *Dr;:Aull. is} 
forced. 10 -add-i theft .\Vords to':thel 
Words of Juſtiny {ſuch aCiift a your 
before drforibed,  Fudic. Eecl. p. 524; 
which Additign teeny; ally coutrary 
to the Context, where 'tis inizrted by 
Dr. B:ll;. for Dr. Bel! couwnds ior a 
Chriſt (in- that -Concext) who was 
before Lucifer and the A4oon , and the 
Context defertbes &. Chriſt that was 
crucified, and ta whom GOD has com- 
mitted the Judgment of the Dead aud 
Living, and has grven to him a Kings 
dom that ſhall have no. end. Tis: 
{cems to be a mere Ebionite or SOCt-: 
nian-Chrilt a Man,..not/God...,. . 
Lalilyz he quotes. the, F'itlerof the: 
12th Chapteraet tne. dt Book of the 
Conſtitutions of St, Clement; that. is, 
as Dr. Bull himvelf conteſles, ;talfly .in-: 
titled to St,.Clement,., The. Words 
are. theſe, Of. thoſe. who confeſs.,; but 
et live after.the mauner..af the Jews? 
Dr. Bull would have it:thought,. that 
this Title ſpeaks of thoſe wha confe[s. 
that Chriſt is the moſt High and Eter- 
tal Goa, . Theſe,: Mii Brllythinks, 
could be no etheg;but the! Nazazeus, 
But to come at thatiCanclationg Mr, 
Bull mutt firti prove ;. not only that 
the Nazarcns believed the Lord Chriſt 
is God the WORD* bt thatthete 
were no cther Denominations:: bf 
Chriſtians; who : obferved\\ahe i:Mo-- 
faick Law, and  alio beheved that 
Chrili is, God: the. WARD. :; Bur he 
knows, . that the Cernthians, ; wad 
mol} of the-GnoRicki Sects, did{Jute. 
diize.and alſo; btlicye: .the\ Rys-n4i 


iltence.- 


. (45) 


iftence of our Saviour, and hate 
God the WORD. . But let. a5sprantth 
Dr. Bal whareves he ahieends 

from this Fitdtion + and, fe eq 1 
w:ll advantage bis main Cauſe.” The 
(Queltion 1s concerning Me NataPehs; 
what? they , held, as the' Church 
now.7dozs, that there. j$" tore hit 
one,Divine and” Eternal 'Perfoh att 
there two, oz three Tulch" Perſons, '1s 
the Lord Chriſt rhe eternal God'? 
Yes, fays Dr, Butt ; 'for the Conftitu- 
tions, (eltap: 11 Jihave 4 \Confefſtion 
to that*purpoſe ; *and' the"12#&CHhap- 
ter. iS Concernng thoſe that confeſs 
(that is, ſo contels) and yet live af- 


ter the manner of the Fews, that is, 


obſerve the Mofaick Law : and theſe, 
moſt © certainly, were' the Nazarens. 
But if- the' Nazarens confeſſed m the 
Form there mentioned ; they were 
far ; 2Þv believing as Dr. Bull, and 
the Chyxch, now. believe, Let tis 
hears the [®; afeſlion 'at chap; 1 td 
which | the Titl& urged” by Dr." Bull 
does refer. It faith, ® Weteach but 
5 one Gog, the Father of Chrift; 
&« not. 4 ſegond, not's'third,” not 2 


& 1panifold God,” LIE eternal 
WG, | "One w6uy think!” this 
were” Socinn, "or F. Yellias dt nyo 


” i 


£. 


' 
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there bur ont God-wha's Ererngl 
oF from Etcrnitys' yer he owng that 
Ctiitt'R v0r'2 be Man! bat is all 
OMP Yo WORD. Tha 1s;"th <Y 
Vrpjue 2 RU bAI God, (ye 
theo! WORD is 4 God in 58 
inferiour'Scrfle :*natwtly, a God thiaz 
wis petierated in time, and is (e& over 
orks''6f "the Creation. 'Men- 


the 
fieu? du Pin deals ihgenuonſty; when 
kebwns; that the Aurlior of rhe Cen- 
ſtitutions ſeems, to have been an*Ari- 
an': he rightly adds, that the Conſt;- 
tutions; as we now have them, were 
(reed Shes the tines of 8, Fgiphat 
mus, tor 'that* Father qu Yes "then 
far otherways than, nay contrary to, 
what they now ate. ' Eccl.: Hiſt, 
Cent, 1. f.29,30- * 4 
""1ftheReader'compitres this Secti 
on,” with What Fhive edged in the 
foregoingz he'wjll perceive, 'that %is 
with the greateſt Juſtice and Truth.in 
the World,-that the preſent Unity; 
rags elite" Net" (of Hil 
Jewiſh "Chur Hes aff ChiffliinsF ds. 
of our Party3/- 2 00:97 Da au 
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Jobs ;- tocqufirm Cormbus tip Cone 
ecftsahout the Logos, - and. the /H5he- 
mum dr; houſ: oy Years: Reigniiof 
Chriſtſhete: upon\Earth.... For. tho 
the Alogs held, that the Lord:Chrilt 
15a Man only s -as-alfo did Cerinthus z 
yet Cerinthus (of the /anticnt Unite; 
rlans) had theſe.two things, peculiar 
to himſelf, - 1” Fhatthe: World: was 
made, -not immediately by. God ; 
but by God, by the Miniſtry. of his 
Angels, \ 2,” That the » Lord Chiig 
was 2 Man only, the;.Son of. Joſeph 
and- Mary ; but there reſted on bum 
the. Logos or Divine WORD, which 
he -allo_cailed tbe Chriſt, by which 
Cerinriug gntended, the Split Ents 
eg Lower ot Cand,, that Power by 
WHIGT be created *Oxiginal Matzer, 
Gu mage the World : but as;the 
DIE {OF WORD deſcended on: Je- 
{us at. hjs Baptiſm, .fo-it left him.at 
tis Crucitixion,” . The Alegians, þe- 
hevec mone, of rhelg things, z,, they 
aid, they. had only. received:from the 
Apoliles ; that the Lord. Chriſt 'was 
the great Prophet promiſed by Maſes 
in the \Lays, 'and. the. Metſhas (or 
Chih od in the Prophet Da- 
mel; and *who (in the Fulneſs of 
Time) was fent by Godto unite both 
Jews and Gentiles under one com- 
mon Inſtitution, or Law of Religion. 
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Apoſtolick- Dodxine concerning the 
Unity of God, and the Perſon of our 
Sao jetngt corrupting it (more 
os leſs) with, Platonick Notions, 'or 
Gnoſtick Novelties : they were very 
antient, i ca-eval with the Apoliles ; 
and flouriſhed (as the prevailing Par- 
ty) in the-Period' called che Apoſts- 
lick Succeſſion, or to. about the Year 
140., Epipbanins all along ſpeaks of 
them; as the antient Unitarians of the 
Gentiles ;, He ſays allo.cxprefly, T heo- 
dotus adjunxit ſe, Hereſs Alogorum ; 
Theodotus joened hin:ſelf to the Se08 
and Cburches of the Alogians. T hos 
dotus ipprared. about the Year Igo 
by joining, himſelf tothe Alogian 
Sect, we leani,, that before he was of 
the Number of the (new) Platonick 
Chriltians 3 who held the Pre-ex- 
iftence- of our Saviour, "Enſebiu# is 
ſirangely out, ; or, prevaricates;too no- 
tariouſly,, when, he.,ſays,, Hiſt. Eccl, 
l..5, c.28. that this Thnodorus Was 
the firſt, who held that our Saviour 
Was, 4 mere. /Aan.:. tor not Only the 
Alogians ſo held, but ſo allo did both 
ſorts. of Ebiogites, and. that by Con- 
fellion. o Energie ellewheas, 
particularly A, Eccl. 1, 3. c. 27. But 
Euſcbins. takes all Occaſions, tho ne- 
ver. ſo fraudulently, to degreſs the 
Unitarians, whom he had ation 


. 


Epiphanius is theoht, wii: gbve:- toGarfute, in the Perſon of Marcellus, 


to them the Name of Alogs + before 
him, thaf,'is -befaxe, the Year. 368, 
they, were 4imply called Chriſtians 3 
 withqut;any other Name, that might 
(djs :hgra.abe, a, particular Sect- 
weretthole \Qbriftians! of--4 
Gentiles, who retained the fincere 


the Thyo 


Biſhop. of Ancyrs, We may take 


notice, too, that the Excerpta at the 
End, gf Clemens of Alexandria his 
Books. of, Stromata, which bear the 
tle , of, the, Oriental Dettrine of 
#44 not Particulars of 
rir codotis the "UNita- 
rian 3 


at T 
the Do 69 th | 
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rian for the Doctrine of Theodotus 
was diamettically oppoſite 'to''the 
Contents of thoſe Excerpta © but the 
Excerpta arc nothing ele bit a Frag- 
ment of the Hypotypoſes of $7 Cle- 
mens himſelf, which'alfos obſerved 


by the learned ales, "in his' firſt 


Note on Exſeb. H. E.L. $5. ct; 
and ,again on 4b, 6.6.14, In few 
Words that the Alogi held'bur Sa- 
viour was a Man only, is not queſti- 
oned by any : that they belohged- at 
leaſt to the Apoſtolick Succeſſion is 
proved 3 becaulc *tis confeſſed by the 
Trinitarian Hiſtorians, that the Theo- 
dotians (who ' appeared abont the 
Year 190) joined themſelves to the 
Alogian Churches 3 and becaule Eps- 
phanius ſpeaks of them (throughout) 
as flouriſhing in that Period, We have 
therefore deſervedly here reckoned 
them, among the antient and firſt 
Witneſſes of the true Doctrine. As 
to the Reaſons which they gave, and 
which I affirm not, againtt the Go- 
fpel, and other Works, which we 
now account to St. Joby, I have al- 
ready (briefly) 'intimated them, in 
the Conſiderations on the 4 Sermons 
of his Grace the Archbiſhop of Can- 
rerbury. It was 400 Years before 
the Epiſtle to the Hebrews was 1e- 
ceived as Canonical, any where in 


the Weſt, and but in few Places of 


the Orient ; and other Books of the 
New Teſtament, efpecially St.. Fohn's 
Revelation, were not preſently ad- 
mittcd by the Catholick Church: it 


ought, not therefore to ſeem ſirange, 
that the modern Unicatians allow'of 


the Goſpel atid gtlvf Pietes" of Sr, 


fis 


Jobn , tho they are aware that mauy 
of the Antients, ” and' particulasly 
ſome Unitarians {uſpeed, and (two 
haſtily) -rejected them. As it often 
happens, that” Titne -dete&s-'Frauds 
and 'Falſhoods; fo'-alfo- (not unfre-" 
quently )-it' diſcovers and vindicates 
oppreſſed Truths. '+ '-* TH 

; The laſt Monument or Remain of 
the Apoſtolick Succeſſion, which agrees 
with the Socinian DeGrine concern= 
ing qur Saviour, ate the Recognitions, 
imputed to Clemens Romanus, They 
lee to be falſlv reckoned to St. Cle» 
mens but they are very antient, 
publiſhed (probably) in the Begin- 
ning of the 2d Century, or the ſecond 
Century being but little advanced ; 
when ſo many other {ſpurious Pieces 
were ſet forth, under the Names of 
Apoſtles, or of Apoſtolical Men. The 
Recognitions are_ quoted ( divers 
times) by Origen, who began to 
flouriſh about the Year 210, But 
they are much antienter than Origen, 
for m a Fragment of Bardeſanes 
(apnd Euſeb. Prep. Evang. 1.6, c.10.) 
who flouriſhed about the Year 170, 
there is a Paſſage taken word for 
word out of the 9th Book of the Re- 
cognitions. Whereas Dr. Cave con- 
xCtures, that Bardeſanes was the Au- 
thor of the Recogmizzons.;, his Guels is 
nothing probable, nay a manifeſt 
Miltake 3 becauſe the Author of the 
3% 52-6 was an Ebjonite.z but 
Baraeſaties a Valentinian, that is,held 
the Pre-exiftence of our Saviour, .and 
that he was ndt+(as th=:; Apoſile 
ſpeaks) made wof-i4\! Workar y but 
brought his | Fleſh) fron Heavens! 7Tt 


rs - 


(af 


- reffiins ſherefine, "0 che Recognic 
t40ns are AED g0t quly. thai Q- 
rigen, but than "Bardefant ; bow 
much, arviencer We: 24G GREET 
nately Y ), but pi Fl y pabjilhe &d 
when t 23d Cenczity was but lttle 
advanced, when {0 [man p8eged to 
countenance their own Productions, 
with the authoritative Naraes of the 
Apofiles and Apoſiolical [feng | 
tho & Recognitions arc not the Work 
of Clemens Romans," yet they lerve 
to let us know, what Dactrwes and 
Rites were current or in uſe in thote 
times.: ang to this purpoſe . they are 
quoted by_ the feyereli, Eriticks, of 
all Partics and. Per[waſions. '1 that 
not need to cite particular Paſla aged 
out of theſe Books : for *tis confeſſed 
by the Tcinitarian Criticks, and by 
owlicur du Pin, who hath written 
ot, on the Fathers, that the Author 
the Recogltitibns was a manifeſt 
Ebionite, Ecl. Hiſt, cent. 1. p. 28. 
- But hitherto of the Apsſtolick, Fa- 
thers, and the Wiitings and Remains 
of the  Apeſtolick, Succeſſion.” I have 
proved, | think, that. hitheito we 
have no certain or probable notice, 
that there were yet any who publick- 
ly profeſſ:d to hold the Pre-exiſtence 
of our Saviour; or that he was God, 
ia any Senſe of thit Word, But on 
the contrary, the Apoliles Creed, the 
true (and by all confefſed) St. Cle- 
mens Romana, the Nazaren,, Mincau 
or. Ebjonice, (that is, the- Jewiſh) 
Churches, the Alogians (or Gentile 
Churches) Hegefippus the Father of 
Ecclehiaſtical Hittory, the molt antient 
Author of the Recognitions, were *all 


of them Unitartans ; 


Bit 


that" 13; het 
there 48. þut one Divinis Peron, and 
the:Logd- Chrilt was a Mit only. 
Ic:>lhpwlo fem then, that very 
chi; Yapned © the Ohriitian Church, 
whitc. had fon, oy cone fo ,pals ji 
the Cnarch- of the Jews. For as the 
RY ot the Book of Fnages ( Judg, 
2.3.) lays 3 * The People of 1/rael, 
&« {rved the Lo;d,' all the Days of 
&« Joſhua, and of the Elders thir 
&@ guclived Joſh*as,' —bi': when all 
& that "Generativ:; was g.1;hered to 
& their Fathers, : there arc: '© another 
&« after them, w wich” kiew tiot the 
«& Lord: lo the Children. of 1ſrae! 
«did Evil in the ! it of the Lord, 
© "and {erved Baa'im, i.'e. the Gods, 
In like manner, while the Apoſiles 
lived, "and thoſe Elders 'who had con- 
verſed with the Apoſtles, the Chijiti- 
an Church kept her {elf to the Ne 
knowledgment and Worſhip of the 
one true God and prelerved the 
true Doctrine and Faith concerning 
the Perſon of the Lord Chriſt, that 
he was a holy Man, the great Pro- 
phet and Meſſias, promiſed in the 
Law and other Books of the Old 
Teſtament. But when the Apoſiles 
themſelves, and the Elders of the A- 
poliolick Succeſſion, were gathered 
to theic Fathers, then began Corrup- 
tions to prevail apace : then they fan-, 
cied a pre-exittent Son of, Gud, 
God's Miniſter and Infirument in, the 
crea of all things, and but lit le 
els GA his be” A $1n, (aid 
they, who being (tho but the inſtru- 
mental, yet) the immediate Creator 
of all things, is tobe worſhipped by 
us 
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ts his Creatures, -A'Son; 'who, tho 
with reſpe&t to the 6vT%5 $05 (as 
they till ſpoke) the true aud very 
God the Father, is but a Miniſter and 
Subject ;, yet with reſpect to us (his 
Creatures) isa God. -A Son, who 
muli be called 90s, 4 God © tho on- 
ly the Father may be called 0 $05, 
the God ;, that is, God by way of Ex- 
cellence' and true Propriety, In a 
word, after the Apoliles, and Apo- 
ſtolical Elders or Paſtors, were com- 
poſed to reli, the next Generation, 
like the Jewiſh Church, did Evil in 
the Sight of the Lord, and ſerved 
Baalim: that is, the hal-Gods of 
their own deviling. Nemo repente 
fie turpiſſimns, theretore here they ltop 
a contiderable time; namely, from 
about the Year 140 and 150, to the 
Nicene Council, or the Year 325. 
at what time, as we ſhall ſce hereat- 
ter, Superſticion and Impiety made 
a ſudden and wonderful Advance. 
The firſt Defender and publick Pa- 
fron of the Apoſtacy, mentioned in 
the foregoing Paragraph, was Fuſti 
Martyr, about the Year 159, Our 
Oppoſers can quote no Father (or 
genuine Monument) older than Ju- 
ftin Martyr, tor the Pre-exiltence of 
our Saviour; or that he ought to be 
called a God, in ſo much as the re- 
{trained inferiour Senſe, before faid. 
Dr. Bull indeed pretends to prove the 
contrary, from (the counterfeit) Bar- 
nabas, the falſes Ignatius, alias Pio- 
nius, and the Impoltor Hermas * 
how injudiciouſly, 1 chink, hath been 
competently ſhown in thele preſent 
Papers 3 but 1 will yet oppoſe to him 


one Authority, which (l doubt not) 
will convince the indifferent unpre- 
judiced-Reader, 

Eufebine, that capital Antagoniſt 
of the Nazaren and Alogian Chrifti- 
ans 3 and who ſearched with the ut- 
molt Diligence, into the remoteft An- 
tiquity, tor whatſoever might ſeem 
to make againſt them, quotes (H. 
E, l.5.c. 28.) a very antient Au- 
thor, whom (in his foregoing Chap- 
ter) he reckons among the Eccleſi- 
aliical Writers that 5 thn (faith he) 
to be eſteemed for their laudable Zeal 
and Indiſtry, This laudable Man, 
you mutt know, wrote a Book againtt 
the Theodotians and Artemonites, 
who were Branches of the Alogians : 
what Enſebius there cites out ot him, 
IS as follows: © The Unitarians 
* pretend, that the Apoſtles and all 
© the Antients held the very Do- 
* Ctrine, concerning the Perſon of 
&* our Saviour, that is now main- 
* tained by the Unitarians: and that 
© it-is but only ſince the Times of 
* the Popes YVittor and Zepherin, 
& that the Truth has been adulterz- 
* ted and diſ:ountenanced. This 
** would be credible, if (firſt) the 
Unitarian DoEtrine were not con- 
trary to Holy Scripture; and if 
divers betore Vittor and Zepherin 
& had not contended for the Divi- 
** nity of the Lord Chritt, namely, 
« Tuſtin Martyr, Miltiades, T atia- 
nus, Clemens of Alexandria, Ire- 
neus, Melito, To whom we may 
& add tie antient Hymns or Palms, 
& wrote from the beginning 'by the 
*% Brethren 2s Chriſt, 
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« as the WORD of God, and attri- 
© bute to him Devinuy, I will 
omic now, that all theje, but only 
Fuſtin, were but Contemporaries. t9 
Vittor and Zepherin; or atter them : 
for it is home to my purpoſe, that 
tbe firſ® whom our Oppolers (of 
thoſe early times) could quote, was 
Fuftia Martyr, who t2ith himclt, 
in hisftir{t Apology, that he pretented 
his Apology in the Year 150. The 
Epililes of Barnabas and IJpnatin, 
and the Prophecies and Vitions of 
Hermas, were not (it ſhould ſeem) 
yet: corne out of the Mint; or were 
ſo well known to be lmpoſtures, that 
no Body durti to alledg them, in theſe 
Controverſies. The - Queltion be- 
tween Dr.. Bull and the preſent Uni- 
tarians is, concerning . the Fathers 
ard Monuments of the A4pyſtolick Suc- 
reſſion ; whether theſe held our Savi- 
our's Pre-exittence and Divinity * 
Euſebius anſwers us, out of alauda- 
ble Author ;, that Juſtin Martyr op- 
poſed: our Dodtrine, that is, he gi- 
veth up to us the whole Apoſtolick 
Saceeſſion > which is as much as the 
Socinians ever claimed. As to the 
Hymns or Pſalms of the Brethren, 
which (he faith) ſpoke of Chriſt as 
the WORD of God, and attributed 
to him Divinity 3 *tis plain, that he 
ſpoke ra{hly and at adyentures,. when 
he added, they were compoſed by the 
Brethran from the vey firft. * tor (ee- 
ing the Authors of them were un- 
known 3 fo allo of-neceſlity mufi 
their Date. I doubt not; theſe are 
the Pſalms: in\ Honour of | Chriſt, 
which were put down in the Patziar- 


chal Church of Antioch, under this 
Cen{ure, that in very deed they were 
nove! Compoſitions , by later Men, 
and cont aining ſome dangerous Strains, 
As we learn from a Letter of the 
Council at Antich, apud Enſeb, H. 
E.tl. 7.0.30. 

Having faid what was neceſſary, 
concerning the Apoſtolick, Fathers, | 
might now proceed immediately to 
the Primitive Fathers, (0 called, to 
diſtinguiſh them from the Fathers 
trat lived after tz Nicene Council, 
or the Year 325, who are {imply 
called Fathers, But becauſe I would 
have nothing elle to do, in the 24: 
and 3d Parts of this Anſwer to Dr, 
Bull, but only to examine ard dif-- 
culs his (impertinent and moſi frau- 
dulent ) Citations out of the Fa- 
thersz and to oppoſe to them (the 
certain and clear) Teſtimonies of the 
{ame (and other) Fathers : therefore 
here [ will conlider the two Paſſages 
in Dr. Bad's. Defence of the Nicene 
Copncil, which (in my, opinion) are 
the only Parts of his Book that needed 
to be at all xemarked on by the Soci- 
nians.. The firlt is, concerning the 
Grounds on which Fuftin Martyr and 
the following Fathers built their new 
Doftrine. of our Saviour's Pre-ex- 
ittence; and that he was (thoa 
niſterial and Subordinate, yet) an A- 
gent in the Creation of all things, The 
other is; whether the Explication of 
the Trinity Cor how three Divine co- 
eternal co-equal Perſons and Spirits, 
can be but one God) given by Dr. Bul, 
as-out;of the Fathers, be not an unde- 
niable unavoidable Tritheilm ?” | fe 
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Of the Grounds on which Juſtin Martyr, and the following Fa- 
thers, built their Dofrine of our Saviour's Pre-exiſlence , and 
that he is a (Miniſterial) Creator. 


Fter Dr. Bu# had quoted ſome 

Paſſages of the Fathers, where- 
in they ſay, it was the Divine 
WORD who appeared fo often to 
the Patriarchs, as to Adam, Abra- 
ham, Facob, Moſes : He takes no- 
tice allo that fome learned Men' of 
the Moderns (at p. 20. he calls them 
viri quidam aotiſſim) deride theſe 
Citations, as mere Dreams of the 
good Fathers ; and hold it for a cer- 
tain Truth, that it was only an An- 
gel who appeared to often, and on fo 
many Occations, to the Patyiarchs : 
but the Angel, fay they, is called 
Fehovah' and God, becauſe on thoſe 
Occaſions be repreſented the Perſon 
and Authority of God, He 'notes 
again, that others may object here- 
upon 3 if the Fathers were' miſtaken 
in the Gronnd on” which 'they' did 
Guild cheir Sappofition- of our Savi- 
our's Precexthience, "tis' but too 
probable, that” they ' have erred alſo 
in the Suppoſi 
that the Lord Chriſt 'di& pre-exitt; 
or had a Being before he was born of 
the Virgin Ifary: He anſwers tothe 
ſeveral Arguments of thew#s quidam 


dotiſſimi; and 1 intend'here th exa- 
mine his Anſwers. 

t. They argue ; that indeed it is 
laid (at Exod. 3\ 4.) God called to 


ition i ſeff, namely; 


Moſes out of the midſt of the Buſh - 
but it is owned in the (preceding) 
2d Verle, that it was indeed an An- 
gel of the Lord that appeared to Mo- 
les, in a Flame of Frre, in the midſt 
of the Buſh, and St. Stephen allo al- 
ſures us, ( Als 7. 30.) There appear- 
ed to Moſes an Angel of the Lord, in 
a Flanie of Fire, in the midſt of a 
Buſh. Dr. Bull replies 1ſ#. The 
Divine WORD, who is the true God, 
might be called here an Angel 3 be- 
cauſe he appeared in ſuch manner 
as 'Angels were wont to appear. 
2dly. Some of the Fathers faid, that 
it was an Angel that appeared in the 
Buſh ; but the Divine WORD was 
inthe Angel; and it was God iz the 
Angel, that ſpoke to Moſes thele 
Words, Tam the God of thy Fathers. 
2dly, *Tis an abſurd, nay horrible 
Op:nion, to think or maintain, that 
the Angels ever (as it were) atted 
the' Perſon, and part of God, by af- 
fuming his incommmunicable Name 
Fehovab, or his Perſon, Authority 
and Attributes, He faith, it was ne- 
ver heard of, that an Ambaſſador (in 
delivering the Meſſage or Commands 
of his Maſter) took on him the Per- 
fon and Stile of his Maſter 3 but all 
Ambaſſatos lay only, thus ſaith my 
Maſtery. 

G 2 Now 


Now in-anſwer to theſe Eluſions ; 
fart, Mr. Bull. has but i+mpearfealy 
reported the Argurnent of- thoſe 
learned 'Men, to whom he endea- 
vours to anſwer. ' For they' not only 
atedg. that'the Perſon who'is called 
Fehovah at Exod 3. 4. is declared at 
ver. 2, of the ſame Chapter, and by 
St,'Srephen at Afts 7. 30..to be only 
an Angel; therefore called Fehovab 
and God, becauſe he repreſented the 
Perſon and Authority of God : but 
they prove. this by Examples, and 
by very. cogent Reaſons. Moſes 
tells the Ifraclites from God, . Exod. 
23.20; © 1] {end an Angel before 
© thee'in the way, to bring thee in- 
« to the Place that I have prepared : 
© Beware of him, obey his. Voice, 
« provoke him not 3 for he will not 
* pardon .your Tranſgreſhons, for 
& my Name # in him, Who fees 
not here, that the Meaning is, the: 
Angel being to repreſent my Perlon, 
and to exerciſe my Authority, theres 
fore my Name #4 in him , or therefore, 


ke is called by my Name, even Jeho- 


vah, or the LORD: which is the 
Name by which this Angel is all along 
called . in_the. toHowing Hiſtory, ſet 


down in . the {ubſequent. Chapters- 


and Books of Moſes. Again, when 
it is ſaid at Gen. 7. 16. that Noah 
and his Sons, and the Creatures that 
were to be preſerved, being entred 
into the Ark, the LORD (Heb. Je-- 
bovah) ſhat them in; and when the. 
Angel that wreſtled . with Faceb: is 
called (Gen. 32.30.) God: is there 
not. an- abſolute neceſſity of ſaying, 
that.theſe Angels had the Names 7e- 
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hovah and' God given' to them, on - 
the account that they were heavenly 
Meſſengers, ' that repreſented the Per- 
lorr of God ? For. is 'it congruous to- 
ſay, God: ſhus the Door; and God, 
wreltling with Jacob, prevailed. not 
avainſt him?” In a word, the vir5 
aottifſims ſhow,” firſt, that 'tis ex- 
preſly {aid concerning a mere Angel, 
that the Name of God was in him : 
And next, _ that very often the Nature 
and Quality of- the Action, that is 
imputed to the Perſon who bears the 
Names Fehevah and God, evinces,. 
that the Perſon ſpoken cf, is Jehovah 
and God, only by Repreſentation. 
Bat let us now weigh Dr. Bull's An- 
{wers, 

He faith, firſt, the Divine WORD, 
who is true God, might be called an 
Angel, when he appeared to Moſes 
in the Buſh'z 4 Becauſe God appear-- 
* ed in ſuch manner, as Angels are 
*. wont to appear. But we cannot 
grant, that it- God appears in ſach 
manner as Angels are wont to ap- 
pear, God may therefore be called an- 
Angel: tho Dr. Bull deſires 1is, that 
of ' all Love we would grant it ;, for 
he only ſays it, and offers no manner. 
of Proof, of-fo abſurd-and- (tn very 
deed) -impoitble a Suppoſition. And- 
we give-this (inconteſtable) Reaſon, 
why the Perſon who appeared- in the 
Buſh tov Joſes, and is called ſome-- 
times Angel, ſometimes God, was - 
only an Angel who wascalled God 
on. the- Accotint that he repreſented 
God ;- becauſe if he- were God, and 
theretore ſpoke theſe Words, I am 
the God of thy Fathers, in his own 
Narre, . 
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Name, not in the Narge-of another, 
or as repreſenting another : He ſhould 
have been called God-only 3 and not 
Angel, mhich is to ſay Meſſenger. 
Nor do I know, why Dr.. Bull pre- 
. tends: here, God is called an Angel in 
this Place, * Becaute he appeared 47 
« ſuch manner as Angels are wont to 
& appear ; there was no Cauſe at all, 
why he ſhould fay o ; at leaſt there 
is nothing in the Text or Context, 
to countenance his fo ſaying. But 
our Argument 15 extremely probable, 
while we ſay; if it was indeed (not 
an Angel; but) Ged himſelf that 
lpake theſe Words, I am the God of 
thy Fathers, he could be only called 
God, and he was not at all an Angel, 
that is a Ad:ſſenger. Briefly, *tis 
(ay I) a Chimera, founded on no- 
thing, what Dr. Ball here ſays, that 
the trac God''is called an Angel in 
this Context, becauſe he appeared 1# 
ſuch manner as Angels are wont to ap- 
pear : for the manner of appearing 
here was wholly annſual; there never 
was any ſach Appearance, whether by 
God or Angel, either before or {ince, 
But we ar2ue ſolidly and concluding- 
ly, when wealledg,; if it be not an 
Angel that ſpeaks here, in the Name 
and Perſon of God 3 but God hitnlelt, 
and in his own Name: tis againſt 
all Propricty and Grammar, that he 
is called (both by Moſes and St. Sre- 
phen) the Angel (or Meſſenger) of 
the Lord, 

Bat Dr. Bull has azd Evalion : 
* Several Fathers nds Angel in- 
& deed appeared in the Bulh ; but 
©*.(od was in.the Angel: and it was 
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« not the Angel that ſpoke, but God 
* in the Angel. This is a Whimſy, 
tho he ſhould quote an hundred F#- 
thers tor it, For if God himſelf was 
in'the Fire, and the Voice was from 
God, not from the Angel, what 
need was there, that an Angel ſhould- 
be there at all * 

Laſtly, he ſays, *tis an impious 
Opinion, that Angels ever (as it 
were) atted the Perſon and Part of 
God ; by aſſuming, the incommunica- 


. ble Name Jchovah, and the Autho- 


rity and Actributes of God.. No 
Ambaſtador, he: faith, ever took on 
him the Name and Stile of his Prince 3 
but the Ambaſſador ſays only, this 
ſaith my Maſter, He is a bold Man, 
to charge even Angels themſelves, 
and ſo many Writers of holy Scrip- 
tare, as ridiculous and impions ;. tor 
giving the Name God to thoſe that 
repreſent God. Has not our Saviour 
himſelf told us, that they alſo are 
called Gods, to whom the Word of 
God comes, that is, the Magiſtracy; 
as all confeſs, And for' the Name 
Fehovah, which Dr. Bull calls the 
Incommunicable Name ; I ask, how 
comes 7ebovah to be a greater Name, . 
or more incommunicable, than God? 
And why has he faid nothing; to fo 
many Inttances as the Socinians, and 
his own vir quiaam deciiſumi, give 
ot Perſons, .and even of Places z on 
which the Name Jehovalris beltovy- 
ed, in the Hiſtorical Books of Scrip- 
ture? What heſays of Ambaſſadors 
{crves only to ſhow, that he has for- 
got ſome part of his Academical 
Learning, and is but little acquainted 

with 


withihe World, There is no Freth- 
man; in. Oxford or Cambridz, but 
will intogen Him, out of- the Roman 
Antiquities, that Publick Meſſengers 
were won: $0 affume the Name and 
whole Stile of the Perluns whom 
tiey reprelented, Tue Fectalu or 
Herald at Arms denounced War, in 
theie Terms ; © Ithe King and Peo- 
& ple of Rome. denounce and pro- 
* claim Houliility and War, againſt 
© the King and People ot N. At 
this preſent time, in the Chriltian 
Countries, Ambaſſadors in ſome 
Caſes, take on them the Name and 
Stile of their Prince 3 as in all Eipou- 
ſals,, and tome other Caſes: but they 
always retain the Majelty and Digni- 
ty of the Prince or State. from whom 
they come; they always ſpeak with 
the Hat on; and their Perſons are 
ſacroſant}, that is, they cannot be 
arrelied, confined or puniſhed, they 
can only be required to depart out of 
the Kingdom. This whole Detence 
therefore of Dr. Bull is either ground. 
leſs, or diredtly falſe. For it it had 
been God: who ſpoke to Moſes, out 
of the Buſh, he being preſent, and 
ſpeaking iz his own Name thele 
Words, 1 am the God of thy Fathers: 
he. could not have at al] been called 
an. Angel, that is Meſſenger, And 
if God himſelf, as Mr, B41 pretends, 
was in the Fire, there was no Occa- 
fion, that an Angel allo ſhould be 
there. And ?cis utterly falſe, that 


publick Mcfſengers do not aſſume. the 
Nane, or the Stile, or Dignity of 
the Soyereigns that ſend them, and | 
wham they icpreſent, I ſhall there- 
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fore thank Dr. Bull, for giving up 
his Cauſe to the Socinians. For if 
it was the WORD (or Son) as he 
ſays, 'that appeared (in the Buſh) to 
Moſes ;, itfollows, that the WORD 
15 not God, but the Angel (or Mef- 
ſenger) of God: for he can never 
elude our Argument, that if the Per 
{on that ſpoke theſe Words, I am the 
God of thy Fathers, had been Gad 
himſelf ſpeaking mu h# own Perſon, 
and there preſent, he could not have 
been called a A{feenper of the Lord 
cither by 2oſes or St. Stephen, Dr, 
Bull muit of necellity grant, either 
that the WORD did not appear in 
the Baſh; which is to yieid that his 
Fathers miliook, in the chief Ground 
on which they buile our Saviour's 
Pre-exiftence $.or that the WORD 
is bat a Meſſenger, not- God ; which 
is to yield his Caule, 

2. Itis argued again, againſt Dr. 
Bull's Fathers, by the virs - quidam 
dotiſſumi, that indeed it is faid at 
Exod: 20. 1. God ſpake all theſe 
Words, namely the ten Command» 
ments: but other Texts inform us, 
that God. is ſaid to have ſpoke the 
Commandments, and given the 
Law ; becauſe zt and they were given 
and {foke by an Angel (attended or 
accompanied by other Angels) in the 
Perſon and Name of God, or as re- 
preſenting God; Acts 7. 53. They 
received the Law, by the Diſpoſition 
of . Angels, Gal. 3. 19. It was or- 
dained by Angels, in the Hand of a- 
Mediator 5 1,4, it was commianded 
or ſpoken by Angelsz yet notimmes 
diately to the People, but by the Me- 

dation 


(55), 


diation (that is, the- Intervention): 
the Angels ſpake it "to: 


of Moſes : 
Moſes, in the Mount 3 he to the 
People : Heb. 2. 2,3. ** I rhe Word 
« [pcke by Angels was ltedfalt ; 
_ how ſha!l we eſcape, if we 
{© negle& ſo great Salvation, which 
* at firlt began to be ſpoke by the 
« Lord | Jc{us, ] and was contirm- 
** ed to us, by them that heard him ? 
None ever doubted, that all theſe 
Texts ſpeak of the Law; and (the 
hit and ſecond) of the ten Com- 
mand:zents more eſpecially; but we 
ſee *tis here faid, they were received 
from Angels, were ordained by An- 
gels, were ſpoke by Angels ; of which 
the Mcauning can only be, that = 
Angels ſpoke, ordained, and gav 
the Law, in the Perſon of God, or as 
ſo taining the Name and Perſon of 
God; we can no otherways reconcile 
theſe Texts, to (loſe other which im» 
pute the giving and ſpeaking the Law 
to God himlſelt. 

Whereas - Dr. Bull replies ; the 
Liw indeed is ſometimes faid to be 
given by Angels, and ipoke by Ai- 
gels, becauſe. they were preſent and 
attended when God gave the Law : 
Almighty God came, he faith, walt- 
ed on by his Angels, to manitclt his 
Greatnels and Majelty. I ak 5 fee- 
ing, according to Dr. Ball, God was 
per ſonally preſent, nay it was he that 
ſpoke the Command:nents and the 
Law : how could the Holy Scriptures 
tay of the Angels, who atliſted only 
as Attendants and Seryants- in the 
Train of the Celeſtial King, that they: 
Lowery they ordained; they. Jow-0 the 
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Law ? If his Majeſty ſhould come 6 
Partiarnent in his Robes, and other 
Marks of "Sovereign and Legiſlative 
Power ; but withal waited on by the 
Gentlemen of his Chamber, or others 
whom he thinks ht to call to him : 
will any one be fo abſurd as to (ay, 
that theſe Gentlemen made a moſt pra- 
tious Speech to the two Houſes ? The 
Scriptures often tell us, the Com- 
mand:ments and Law were ſpoke, werc 
ordained, were given by Angels: 
True, ſays Dr. Ball out of his Fa- 
thers3 for the Angels were preſent, 
they waited on God when he gave, 
ordained, and {poke the Law. Who 
ſees not, that at this rate of an{wer- 
ing and arguing, he may allo impute 
the Acts of our Kings and Parlia- 
ments, to their Mace-bearers and 
Door- keepers * 
Whereas he refers us to Demt. 33, 
2. and. Pſal. 68. 17. as Texts thats 
will prove to us, that God fiimfelf 
was with the Angels at $inai, where 
the Commandments and Law were 
delivered : it had been but civil, if 
he had repeated” the very Words of 
thoſe Texts. Readers (commonly) 
take it very unkindly, when (lazy) 
Authors (end them of an-Enand; 
and generally to a wrong Place t00. 
It may be, Iamreading below Stain 5% 
in my Parlor; my Bible is on the 
Stool, by my Bid- ide, two Stories* 
higher : iS it good Manners in an 
Author, to vblige me to clamber up, 
with gouty Knees and Hands, into 
my Bed-chamber, to ſearch for Cer- 
tain Words which he hifenſelf durit! 
not dm" for ſean - , ſhould avgh a2 
" hin» 
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him? Well, but I have look*d into 
the Texts, which Mr. Bull was aſha- 
med to relate: and | will afſure our 
common Reader, that they do not at 
all ſay, that God was any more with 
the Angels in Sinai, than he is in all 
other Places 3 which is not ſuch a ſort 
of Preſence as will anſwer Mr. Bull's 
Purpoſe. We doubt not, God was 
at Sinai in the midit of the Angels 3 
in ſuch Senſe, as itis ſaid by David, 
(Pſal. 68. 25.) © It is well ſeen my 
& God and King, how thou goeſt 
& into the Sanftuary; the Minltrels 
© p09 before, the Singers fo/low, 1n 
© the midſt are Namlels playing with 
« Timbrels. Or as he- is in the or- 
dinary Congregations of ſuch as af- 
ſemble to hear or pray, But we fay, 
ſuch (general) Omniprefence not- 
withſtanding 3 it is the Miniſter, not 
God, that (immediately) exhorts 
the Congregation : and at Szn4s the 
Angels, not God, immediately gave 
and ſpoke the Law 3 that is, as re- 
"preſenting the Perſon of God, and 
by his eſpecial Mandate, Orders and 
Directions, they gave the Law and 
the Commandments, 

3. Again, they object to Mr. Bull's 
Fathers, Heb. x. 1, 2. ** God, who 
« at ſandry times, and in divers 
&« manners, | as by Vitions, Dreams, 
« Apparitions of his Angels ] ſpake 
& in times palt by the Prophets to the 
« Fathers, hath in theſe laſt Days 
& ſpoken to # by by Son, Here now 
are Dr. Bull's Fathers and St. Pal at 
utter Variance, St. Paul tas, God 
in times paſt ſpoke to the Patrizrchs 
and the ſewitt Church by his Pro- 


phets, im divers manners 3 by Dreams, 
Apparitions of Angels, Viſtons, Bur. 
dens, Inſpirations : but at length, iz 
theſe laſt Days, in the Goſlpel-Age 
with which the World ſhall conclude, 
he has ſpoke to us by his Son, Dr. 
Bull”s Fathers, on the contrary, pre 

tend, that God ſpake all along in the 
Old Tefiament-times, not by a crea- 
ted Angel, but by his Son the eternal 
WORD. The Socinians are abſo- 
lately of opinion, that one St. Paul is 
to be preferred, to all the Fathers : 
and tho on this Account they are rec- 
koned grand Hereticks, yet they are 
content tO be reproached tor their Ad- 
herence to Scripture. 

But what fays Dr. Bull ? He is nc- 
verata loſs, he an{wers. When St, 
Paul ſays, *tis but in theſe laſt Days, 
or in the Goſpel-Age, that the Son of 
God hath ſpoken to Men 3 the 
Meaning is, he did not before ſpeak 
smmediately to Men. How ſoz why 
not 1meatately, it he appeared viſe- 
bly, was heard audibly, and directed 
his Speech immediately to the Perſon 
(or Perſons) to whom he appeared ? 
No, all this is not smmediate ſpeak- 
ng, Dr. Bull ſays. *Tis a hard Caſe 
truly ; but when the Scriptures ſay 
farther, that God (that is, the An- 
gel who repreiented God) ſpake to 
Moles face to face, as a Man to bis 
Friend ;, (hall not this neither be im- 
mediate ſpeaking ? Doubtleſs, it mult 
not ; for it it be, Dr. Bull has loſt 
his Cauſe 3 which is the only Reaſon, 
why, ſpeaking audibly, vifthly, face 
to face, and as a Man to his Friend, 
is not :1meadiate ſpeaking. But when 

the 
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the Apoſtle ſays 3, *tis but in theſe laft 
Days, in the Goſpel-Age, that God 
hath ſpoke to Men by his Son : who 
gave Dr. Bull (or Friend L. de Tena) 
Authority to add to his Words zmme- 
diately, or immediatione ſuppoſits ? 
The Apoſile ſpeaks in walimited 
Terms ; it is, faith he, but only in 
this Goſpel- Age that God hath ſpoke 
to Men by his Son : fair and ſoftly, 
cries Dr. Bull, it mult be under{tood 
cum grano ſals, or good Paul is 
quite out ; for when all is done, God 
poke to Men by his Son, nay by none 
but him, from the very firſt, For 
the Son ſpoke to Men from the Be- 
ginning, in the Likeneſs of an Angel 3 
not indeed immediately, but vilibly, 
audibly. as a Friend to his Friend ; 
and directing allo his Speech immed;- 
ately to the Perſon, and to no other, 
to whom he at that time appeared, 
And this they call, interpreting of 


Scripture 3 their Cauſe indeed re- 


quires ſuch Interpreters. 

But to prove, that the Lord Chritt 
did indeed pre-exitt ; and was that 
Angel who led the Ifraclites thorow 


« the Wilderneſs, Dr. Bull allcdges 


1 Cor. 10. 9. © And let us not tempt 
& Chrift, as ſome of them alto 
& tempted, and were defiroyed of 
&« Serpents. The Iſraclites then 
were defiroyed of Serpents, fur their 
tempting, (that is, provoking) the 
Lord Chriſt with their Sins, while 
(in the Appearance of an Ange) he 
led them thorow the Wilderneſs. 
To this Text Grotim anſwers, that 
without doubt, Let ws vor tempt 
Chriſt is a falſe Reading : and that 


we ought to re2d with the Ale;ran- 
adrian Copy, * Let us not tempi Ced, 
« 25 ſotne of them terrprted, and 
&« were dilioyed of Serpents, Dr. 
Bull replies, the Authority of the 
Alexandrian Copy cannct be oppoled 
to the Syriac, Latin and Arabick Ver. 
ſions, to St, Ambroſe, St, Chryſc. 
ſtom, and Theophy!ati, Ycos, the A- 
lexandrian Copy is much anticntcr 
than any of thoſe Vertions or Fa- 
thers: the Latin (which 1s the fizit) 
was made by St. Ferem, above 1co 
Years after the Alexandrian Copy. 
But why has Dr. Bull ſuppreſl:d it, 
that one of his own Hiſtorians (Sr. 
Epiphanits) has expreſly informed 
us, who was the particular Man 
that corrupted this Text: the Here- 
tick Afarcion, inftcad of lit 225 net 
tempt the Lord, that is toſay God, 
publiſhed in his Copies, let ws not 
rempt Chriſt: Epiphan. |. 1. T. 1, 
p. 358. Edit, Petav, This Conup- 
tion 15 very antient, for Marcics 
Cone of the fir that defended our 
Saviour's Pre-exitience 3 and to ſup- 
port that Doctrine, corrupted this 
Text) flouriſhed about the Year 150, 
But aiter the Nicene Council, *cis ro 
wonder that many Trinitarians fol- 
lowed (in this Text) the Copies of 
Aarcion, as being then near 200 
Yearsold ;,, and jt was after the Ni- 
cene Councy}, that all the Verſions 
and Fathers to whom Dr. Bull ap- 
peals concerning, this Text, appcar- 

af 
But to confirm farther the Pre-ex- 
iftence of the WORD, or Son of 
Ged, Dr. Bull dares pretend that tis 
H a 
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a part of the Jewiſh Cabbala, or tra- 
ditional Knowledg, which that Na- 
tion derived from doſes, he from 
God. Hereupon he cites tome Words 
of the (Apocryphal) Wiſdom of So- 
lomon, which (according to him \ is 
a very antient Book ; allo fore Ex- 
preitions of Philo Fudews, fuppoled 
'0 be a Jew by Religion as well as by 
Nation ; He appeals alſo to the Thal- 
dee Parzphrafes (or Tranſlations of 
the Old Tettament by Ozkeles and 
Jonathan) as it theſe ſpake of the 
WORD, as a Perſon, and the great 
Meſſenger of God, under the Old 
Tettament: And tinally, he fays, 
Maſius (on Foſhua) has quored a 
certain Rabbi, and an old Jewiſh 
Book called Tanchumam, winch 
ſpeak of the WORD much atcer the 
manner as doth the Author of rhe 
Wiſdom of Solomon. 

He faith firſt, that the Pre-ex- 
iſtence of the WORD, as a Divine 
Almighty Perſon, and as the Son of 
God, isa part of the Jewiſh Cabba- 
la, or traditional Knowledg : Then, 
to prove this, he cites Paſſages out of 
Philo, the Wiſdom of Solomon, the 
Paraphraſes of Onkelos and fonathan, 
a certain Rabbi, and the Book Tan- 
chumam., He thinks, it ſhould ſeem, 
that theſe Jewiſh Writers had their 
Notion of the WORD, tiom the 
Jewiſh Cabbala, I carmot but won- 
der, I contels, that a Proteſtant Di- 
vine ſhould bclicve the Jewiſh Cab- 
bala ; or think that tie jews had 4 
traditional Knowleag or Inſtitution, 
concerning God and Religion, di- 
tin& from the Books of 2oſes and 


the Prophets,. I h:d thought, that 
all Protetiants, nay all Chriſtians, 
were agreed, that the Cabbala is the 
Invention of the Phariſees and Malicrs 
of the Pharifaical Set, not a Tradi- 
tion trom Moſes. It the Cabala had 
come from /foſes ;; or had it been 
acknowledged by the Prophets and 
antient Jewith Church, as of Divine 
Revelation and Inftitution: it would 
have bcen often mentioned, appeal- 
ed and alluded to, in” the Books of 
the Old Tetiament ; and there is no 
queſtion that Ezra (when he made 
the Collection - of Canonical Books 
and Monuments, immediately after 
the Return from the Babyloniſh Cap- 
tivity) would have had an elpecial 
Care of the Divine Cabala, or Tra- 
ditional Knowledg, He would have 
committed it to Writing, left it 
ſhould be loft or corrupted : He 
would have added it tothe Canon of 
Scripture, when he collected all other 
Pieces that had been written by the 
Prophets, or other holy Men z He 
that has left to us the Proverbs of So» 
l:-mon, his Buok of Love, nay the 
Story of Ruth, would not have neg- 
lected the Divine Cabala. Bur I 
{hall put this Dilemma to Dr. Bull ; 
Tet him take it by which Horn he 
likes belt. Either the Cabala of the 
Jews is of humane Invention, or of 
divine Appointment and Revelation, 
It the former, why has he quoted 
(in to great a Queſtion as this now 
before us) a ſpurious Work, . an Im- 

(ture, an impious ( Pharifaical ) 
Addition to the Holy Scripture : will 


ſuch fraudulent Arts as theſe, help or 
credit. 
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credit his Cauſe ? If the other, if the 
Cabala is a Tradition of Divine Re- 
velation and Inſtitution 3 ?tis of equal 
Authority with the Writings of Ado- 
ſes and the Prophets, and Dr. Bull 
ought to bind it up) with the other 
two Parts of Holy Scripture, naime- 
ly the Old and New Teltaments. 
Dr. Bull may do as he pleaſes ; but 
the Socinians acquieſce in that Judg- 
ment which our Saviour himfelt has 
made of the Cabala, at Mat. 15. 
6, 9. where he calls this Traditional 
Law, the Cemmanaments of Men, 
2 mere humane (Pharifaical) Fig- 
mentz he adds there, that by this 
Tradition of theirs they contradicted 
and made void the true and genuine 
Commandments of God. It is in vain 
therefore that Mr, Bull tells us of a 
Cabala of the Jews; of which he 
(precariouſly, and without having 
read it, or fo much as knowing what 
it is) ſappoſes, that it not only 
ſpeaks of the WORD, but ſpeaks of 
it as 4 Perſon and the Son of God: 
and afterwards, falls to citing ſome 
ey Authors ; who from this Ca- 

ala (as he again untruly ſuppoſes) 
diſcourſe of the WORD as a pre-ex- 
iſtent Perſon, the Son of God by Ge- 
neration, an4 God's Meſſenger and 
Miniſter during the times of the Old 
Teſtament. - I ſay, this Pretence of 
Dr. Bull is vain, becauſe ſuppoling 
the Cabala did ſpezk of the WORD, 
as a Perſon and the Son of God, pre- 
exiltent to the Creation it ſelf; and 
ſuppoſing again, that the Jewiſh Au- 
thors (whom he cites) had taken 
their Doctrine from the Cabel/a : yet 


what will all this avail, when the 
Cabala it ſelf is (ſo certainly) not a 
Tradition from Moſes or God ; but 
2 (mad) Collection of Follies and 
Chimeras, the ſickly Dreams of the 
(Fanatical) Phariſees. 

The Jewiſh Cabala is fo far from 
owning a Trinity, that this very 
Doctrine of (Apofiate) Chriſtians, 
1s the chief Offence that the Jews 
fake at the Chriliian Religion: it is 
the great thing that their learned Men 
(in all Books and Conferences) ob- 
ject to us, that we have departed 
from the firſt Commandment, and 
have advanced a ſecond and a third 
God. Farther, they as little believe 
the WORD, when taken (in the 
Platonick Senſe, namely) for a Per- 
ſon; or that God has a Son, who 
was his Miniſter in the Creation of 
all things, and his Meſſenger or An- 
gel to the Patriarchs, In ſhort, nei- 
ther now nor formerly have the Jews 
believed, that the WORD is the Son 
of God, but only his Power, Ener- 
gy and Virtue, Dr. Bull will never 
produce any thing of the Cabala, 
that but looks this way. And ſee 
here, what Origen, who flouriſhed 
about the Year 220, fays of the Tews3 
«« ] have diſputed often, ſays this 
66 moſt learned F ather, with the Jew- 
* iſh Rabbins that were of moſt 
© Efteem3 but 1 could never meet 
« with any of them, who approve 
& chis Noctrine, that che WORD #« 
&* the Son of God: Contr, Celſum, 
L.2.p.79. Again, þ. 4. p. 162. he 
is more exprels in the cale 3 & Cel- 
* ſs is ignorant that the Jews do 

2 * not 
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& not believe, that the Meſlias (or 
& Chrilt) whom they fiill expect as 
© to come, is not God, nor the Sor 
«© of God, But Dr. Bull himfclt, 
tho here (to ſerve the preſent turn) 
he contends that the Jewiſh Cabalz 
{peaks of the WORD as a Perſon and 
the Son of God, elſewhere (Judic. 
Eccl. p. 170.) owns and proves, that 
& the Jews do not expect any Meſh- 
* as or Chriſt, promiſed tothem by 
& their Prophets, but who ſhall be 4 
& mere Man. And he cites Tripho 
the Jew, taying, ** We Jewsexpedt 
© a Chriſt, who is a Man, born of 
© Men, But it this was the Opini- 
on of the Jews concerning Chritt, 
that he ſhall be a Man only z why 
does Mr. Bull pretend in this Place, 
that the Cabala (or Traditional Do- 
Arine of the Jews) which by them 
_ is ſuppoſedte be of Divine Revelati- 
on, teaches the contrary, namely that 
the Chriſt is to be a Divine Perſon, 
the eternal Son of God, and himſelf 
alſo God? He will never reconcile 
theſe Contradictions to himſelf, But 
let us now examine, of what Autho- 
rity his Quotations, out of ſome 
Jewiſh Books, are. 

His firſt Citation is out of the A- 
pocryphal Book of Wiſdom 3 W:/d. 
18.15,16. ** Thy Almighty WORD 
& leap'd down from Heaven, out of 
© his Royal Throne; as a fierce 
« Man of War, inio a Land deſti- 
& ned to Detruction, He brought 
& thine unteigned Commandment, 
& as a ſhary Sword 3 and ſtanding 
&« up, filed all things with Death : 
& he touched the Heaven, tho he 


&* ſtood upon the Earth. In ſober 
Sadneſs, this was a terrible WORD : 
his Feet ſtood on plain Ground, and 
yet his Head touched (not the Clouds 
or the Aiher, but) Heaven it telf, 
and with his Death-dealing Fauchion, 
he even depopulatcd ihe whole Coun- 
try, in a few Minutes. *Tis ſuffici- 
ent however, I iuppoſe, to ſober 
People, it we {ay hereupon, that this 
fame was only a Chimerical, not a 
real Almanzor 3 and that there is no 
Body but Dr. Bull, that will ever be 
afraid of his Puiflance, But Dr. 
Bull objects, that however this Paſ- 
ſage ſerves to ſhow, that the Author 
of the Book of Wiſdom, who was a 
Jew, believed the WORD. Right, 
but then he ſhould have obſerved too, 
that the Book as we now have it, 
mutt be as much reckoned to the 
Tranflator who was a Chriſtian, as 
to the tirſt Writer of it, who (it may 
be) was a Jew. Let us hear Gro- 
ti, in his Preface to his Annotati- 
ons on this Book : ** The Buok of 
* Wiſdom was written by a Jew, 
© who lived afcer the times of Ez- 
© ra: but ſome Chritiian or other 
&© (who was a Oreck) hapning on 
& it, he hath given itus in the Greek 
&© Tongue, but with divers Additi- 
& ons to it, taken from the Chriſti- 
& an Religion. Of this kind, no 
Man will doubt it, is this Deſcription 
of the WORD, which is wholly 
Chriftian, as Chriſtianity began to 
be taught about the. middle of the 
ſecond Age : the Jews, as we have 
heard from Origen, never believed 
ſuch a kind of WORD ; namely, 

that 
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that is a Perſon, the Son of God, ſcb;us and Photine, that Philo was a 


or God. 

His next Allegation is from the 
Paraphraſcs of Onkelos and Fonathan, 
Jews that tranſlated the Old Teſta- 
ment into Syro-Chaldaick, after a 
Paraphraftical way. But I cannot 
perceive, that any of his Citations 
out of theſe Paraphrales ſpeak of the 
WORD in the Platonick Senſe ; 
namely, as a Perſon, or as a Gd: 
but only in the Jewith and Socinian 
Senſe; namely, as the Energy and 
Power of God, or God's powerful 
effefiual Mandate, As to his laſt 
Quotation, from a Paraphraſe of Jo- 
nathan on the Pſalms 3 which has 
ſome Appearance of being to the pur- 
poſe for which Mr. Bull alledged it : 
whereas Jonathan \cerns to read, the 
Lord ſaid to his WORD, Sit on my 
right Hand ;, fonathan”s Words may 
better be rendred thus, the Lord ſaid 
by bis WORD, (4.e. his Mandate or 
Decree) Sit on my right Hand. 

But Philo ſpeaks home 3 he (ex- 
preſly) calls the WORD the Son of 
God, his firſt-begotten Son: to whole 
Care (faith he farther) as to the Vi- 
carius and Deputy of God, the 
whole Creation is committed ; and 
by whom it was originally made, 
But I ſhall never believe, that a Jew 
by Religion, wrote thoſe things con- 
cerning the WORD, that we ſee 
in Philo's Works. Euſebins ſuſpects, 
Photius diretly affirms, that Philo 
was a Chrittian. This laſt adds, that 
by occaſion of ſome Diſpleaſure ta- 
ken, Philo departed from the Chri- 
{tian Religion. I believe, with E#- 


Chriſtian : but I make no queſtion, 
that Exſebius is miltaken in thinking, 
that this is the Philo who was ſent on 
an Ambaſſage to tie Emperor C. Ca- 
ligula ;, but a Phils of the {econd 
Age, toward the expiring of it, or 
of the 24 Age jult expiring. For he 
delcribes the Therapente, that is the 
Chriſtians, both in their Diſcipline, 
their Studies, and their manner of 
interpreting Holy Scripturez not as 
they lived or were in the Apoliolick 
Times, but in the Cloſe of the ſecond 
(and Beginning of the third) Age, 
Latily, as to the (obſcure) Rabbi 
cited by Maſims, and the (unknown) 
Book Tankumam, enough has been 
ſaid to evince that if they ſpeak of 
the WORD as the Son of God, they 
may be written perhaps in Rabbinical 
Hebrew, and by Jews by Nation, but 
ſuch Jews as were come over to the 
Chriſtian Religion ; there being no- 
thing more certain than that the Jews 
never owned a Son of God in any 
other Senſe but of Adoption, Sandti- 
fication, Exaltation, and ſuch like 3 
nor do I think, that Dr. Bull himſelf 
will again inſiſt on Jewiſh Authori. 
ties, whether they be theſe or any 
other. He ſhould make hiniſelf ri- 
diculous to all learned Men, by per- 
ſevering in ſuch a notorious Mittake 
as thisz that the Jews either now, 
or in any time paſt, believed the 
WORD as a Perſon, or that God be. 
gat a Son, who was pie-exiſtent to 
the World, and was (together with 
God) the Creator of it : *ris for this 
very Doctrine, that the Jews have 


PICc- 


+ pretended cver fince the Council of 
Nice, and at this day do pretend, 
that Chriliianity is a Revolt ro Hea- 
theniſm and Paganitm. 

There rem3ins now but one thing, 
more in Dy, Bull's Defence of the N1- 
cene Faith, that I intend to conlider 
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in this firſt Part of my Anſwer to 
him ; bis Explication of the Trini- 
ty ; or how three Divine Perſons and 
Spirits, each of which has all Divine 
Perfections, and 1s fingly and by 
himſelf God, nay perfet# God, are 
(tor all that) but one God, 


On the Ecplication of the Trinity, according to the Fathers 
and Dr. Bull. 


T HAT three Divine Spirits and 
Perſons, each of which has all 
poſſible (real) Pertetions, and there- 
fore is (tingly and by himſelf, as the 
Athanatian Creed (peaks) a moli pcr- 
ſet God, are but one (God, is ſo 
monſtrous a Paradox; that we 
might jalily wonder, ſuch a contra- 
dictory and impoſſivle D.Gtrine be- 
ing (unhappily) got abroad, was 
not immediately hified again, into 
the Hole, from whence the Chimera 
hrſt fallied ; did we not know, that 
the Propagation and Conſervation of 
this Aﬀcont to common Senſe, and 
to all the Principles of Knowledg and 
Silence, was the Work and Effect of 
ſuch penal Laws, as would cquai!y 
have reſiored the whole Body and Sy- 
ſtem of Paganiſm. While the Que- 
{tion about the Trinity was diſputed, 
only by Argument and Authorities of 
Holy Scripture; the Proverb was, ail 
the World is againſt Achanalius, and 
Athanaſius 5s againſt all the World, 
And in Conftantinople ic (elf, the then 
capital City- of the whole Roman 
Empire, the Trinitarian Conventicle 


was ſo thin, that it had more Benches 
than Men to fit on them : and their 
Preacher was forced to comfort his al- 
molt empty Fold with ſuch Reflect. 
ons as thele : ** The Unicarics, ſays 
& he, have the Churches, but we 
« (we Trinitarians) are the Tem- 
ples of God 3 they have the Peo- 
ple, but the Angels are with us ; 
my Flock indeed is little, I ealily 
& tell all my Sheep but they hear 
my Voice, they follow me, and 
will not follow Strangers. Greg. 
Nazianz, Serm. 35. againſt the Ari» 
ans, But the Empire falling at length 
toa Prince, who was a bigotted Tri- 
nitarian 3 he applied the Imperial Au» 
tority, and the Aws ©: 1s Armies, 
which conlified (for the n:+ part) 
of Souldiers and Officers wi: had 
becn born (bred, and continued ) YPa- 
eans, to eſtabliſh Trinitarianilſm by 
Terrors and Force. He ('twas Theo- 
doſins) ard his Succlors began with 
taking ihe Charches, from all Uni- 
tarians, by military Force © then they 
were prohibited to hold their Aflem= 
blies, Conventicles they were now 

Called, 


called, Within the Precin&s of Cities 
or Towns. Next, he called general 
Councils, but admitted none to Sel- 
lion or Vote but 'Trinitarians: to 
whoſe Creeds and Canons, all that 
tiood for any (the very leatt) Church- 
Picfterment, mult {ubſ{cribe, betore 
they were admitted to their Places, 
Aiterwards, all Diſputes againti the 
Decitions of theis Councils were for- 
bid to all without Exception: to 
Churchmen and military Ofhcers, on 
pain of Depolition 3. to Lay-men, if 
they were tree, under the Penalty of 
Banithments to Servants, under pain 
of corporal Chaliiſement, and that 
too Caith the Law) after the ſe- 
wereſt manner. They proceeded tar- 
ther, they required all Perſons, to 
deliver up all Heretical Books, that 
they might be publickly burnt 3 de- 
nouncing horrible Puniſhments to 
{ach as ſhould preſume to hide or con- 
ccal any ſuch Books, While the Ci- 
vil Power acted his Part in this (out- 
ragious) manner, the Eccletiatticks 
were a5 induſirious another way : 
the Underlings of them ſought the 
Favour of their Superiours,. by turn- 
ing Informers againſt the Hereticl;s 
and their Aﬀeinblies 5 others (rhat 
could read and write) touk upon 
them rhe corrupting, or as they then 
ſpoke, the correfting the Bibles, ad- 
ding and leaving, out as themielves 
pleaſed. i. Nor would they have ler 
tO US, any Remain of Genuine Chri- 
ſtianity 3 or fuller da fingle Unitartan 
to £137 their Barbarities ; but that 
their Diz1ions concerning, their own 


ottrine, their own Diſputes de 
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Afem umbra, diverted often their” 
Rage and Treachery, from the Scrip- 
tures arid the Unitaries, tothe Mem- 
bers of their own Party and Commu- 
nion. Dares Dr. Bull, or any other, 
deny any thing of this ? when they 
do, this (and much more) ſhall be 
proved upon” them, from the moſt 
allowed of their own Hittorians, and 
from the Cedes which contain the Im- 
periz! Conttitutions, 

We may ſay then, that Trinitaria- 
niſm is not ſo much a Religion, as 
the Law of the Bizantine (or Con- 
ſtantinopolitan) Emperors; it was: 
firſt introduced by military Force, 
then confirmed by Edicts of the Ar- 
bitrary Emperors of C.nſt antinople. 
Well, but when Folly and Impiecty 
are once eliabliſh'd by Law, and are 
the only way to Prefterment, there 
will never want a great Nuaver, 
who will court the Favour of the 
Governinent, by endeavouring to 
repreſent the current Doctrine of the 
Timncs, as polſible, nay as reaſons» 
ble and agrecable to Scripture : and 
from hence came the Explications of 
the Triniy, by the Paraſites of thoſe 
times; whom now, 'in regard of 
their Antiquity, we call the Fathers, . 
Thetc Explications were various, and 
commary to one another, Dr. Bull - 
has made choice of the moſt tolera- 
ble and paſtable Accounts given by 
the rathers: and tho he has patched * 
tp one Hypothetts (or Explication) 
Out, of many and divers, I will be 
content to take ir, as he gives it, He- 
rcprelents it, as the ordinary Expli- 
cation, of all the- Fathers 3 as well 


the- 


the Ante-nicene as. Poſt-nicene ; let 
15 {ee what it 15, and then make our 
Reflections upon It. | 
They faid, there are-three infinit 
Perſons, known by ' the Names of 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit z cach 
ot which bas all Divine Pertections, 
and in , their big beſt Degree. Ulney 
are ſo many diftsntt, tho not divided 
or ſeparated Subſjiances and Effences : 
t1ey are as much three Spirits, as they 
are three Subltances and Perſons ; cach 
has his. own proper and perſonal di- 
{lint Underiianding, Will, and (Al- 
mighty) Energy. t is true, that 
they ſaid alſo, that the three Divine 
Perſons axe conſubſtantial, or have 
the ſame Subliance : but they did not 
mean thereby the ſelf-ſame Subliance, 
or the ſame Subliance 17 Alumber, 
but the fame for Kind and Properties 3 
that is, their Subttances are (alike) 
Divine, Immortal, and Unchangable, 
They are conſubfiantial to one ano- 
ther, as Stars are conſubliantial to 
Stars; that is, their Subliances, tho 
divers in Number, have the ſame 
Properties and Qualities. In ſhort, 
the Father, Son 2nd Spirit, are d;- 
ftin4 (intellectual) Subltances z and 
are conſ. bſtantial (or of the ſame 
Subſtance) as their Subſtances or Et- 
ſences are alike infinite, immutable 
and immortal : they are alſo (and 
herefore) diſtinct Beings, ard be- 
cauſe they are intellectual and ipiritu- 
al, they ate three 7ſinds and three Spi- 
Tits, a5 much as they are three Per- 
ſons and Subſtances. Laſtly, becaule 
each has all poflible (real) Perfections, 
therefore cach of them is true God, 
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I dare to affirm before-hand, that 
Dr. Bull is ſo well ſatisfied, that this 
is the Notion that the Fathers had of 
the Trinity, that he will own it for 
theirs and his, and will not (difinge- 
nuouſfly) deny that he intended this 
Explication or Account of the Trini- 
ty, inthe ſeveral Chapters of his De- 
fence of the Nicene Faith, where he 
{peaks (either defignedly or inciden- 
tally) of this Point. And his Book 
has given him ſuch a Reputation all 
over Europe, even in the Catholick 
Countries 3 and his Citations out of 
the Fathers, fo plainly evince, that 
this was their Senſe 3 that (I believe) 
no Trinitarian will be fo raſh or har« 
dy, asto call him Heretick, or to at- 
tack or write againſt him as ſuch 
tho others (of leſs Eſteem) are now 
loudly challenged of Hereſy, for this 
very Explication. In very deed, it 
is the Dotrine of the (Poſt-nicene) 
Fathers, and of all the real Trinita- 
rians: and fince the Revival of theſe 
Controverlies, divers learned Wri- 
ters (by Name Dr. Cudworth, the 
late Archbiſhop of Canterbury, the 
Biſhop of Glocefter, Dr. Sherlock, 
Mr, How, and others) imbrace this 
Notion of the Trinity. ?Tis not 
unlikely, that (by degrees) it will 
exclude the (Sabellian Nominal) 
Trinity of the Schools 3 and not only 
exclude it, but be the Occation that 
it ſhall be declared Heretical, ?Tis 
tue, that more commonly in Uni- 
verlities, they go the way of the 
Schools ; but the ſcholaſftick Trinity 
implics ſo many Follies, and is fo 
certainly nothing elfe but a diſguiſed 
Sa- 
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Sabellianiſm : that the real Trinita- 
rians may probably enough carry 
their Point againtt the Noininals- 3/ it 
the Difference between them, break- 
ing out into a Contention, (hall fall 
into the Hands of able Managers. 

We have {cen how the Fathers un» 
dertiood the Trinity 3 but the Dith- 
culty is ſtill behind : how did they 
make out the Unity of God ? For it 
there are three ſpiritual intellectual 
Subſt ances, three infinite Spersts, three 
(eternal, all-knowing and all-pow- 
erfal) Afinds, Three, each of which 
is a perfet God: do we not loſe the 
Unity of God, the principal Article 
of revealed Religion, and the grand 
Deſign of both the Teltaments, while 
we believe and athrm three ſuch Per- 
ſons ? Dr. Bull here offers his Hand, 
at a dead lift; hetclls us, the Fa- 
thers calily came off from this Ex- 
ception or Doubt, by ſaying, 

1. The Son and Spirit had their 
Original, their Being, and GoChead, 
from the Father: therefore having 
proceeded from him as their Principle 
and Fountain, they are not diſtinct 
Gods from him, but one God with 
him. The Fathers granted, that 
were n2t the Son and Spirit origina- 
ted from the Father, the three Di- 
vine Perſons being ſo many ſeveral 
Principles, would alſo be fo many 
Gods : but becauſe the Sor and S»/- 
rit are not (as the Father) ſe!t.origi- 
nated or unoriginated, but from the 
Father > therefore they rc rightly 
ſaid to be one God with him. 

Every one ſees, that there is this 
Exception, againft this Account of 


the Unity of God. If to be origi- 
nated from the Father, will make 
the Perſons ſo originated to be one 
God with him, or one with him and 
with one another; it follows, that 
not only the Son and Holy Spirir, 
but Angels alſo and Men (nay the 
whole Creation, the very vilctt Parts 
of it) thall be one God with the Fa- 
ther, and with the (pretended) T ii- 
nity, and one with one another, be- 
caule they are all originated from the 
Father. Therefore the Fathers aid, 
2. Bare Origination from the Fa- 
ther, will not conſtitute the Perſons 
{o originated one God (or one) with 
him, or with one another, unleſ; 
they have the ſame Subſtance with the 
Father ; that is, as has been faid, rhe 
ſame for Kind and Properties. And 
this Conhideration, they faid, ex- 
cludes all Creatures from being one 
God or one with the Father, or the 
bl:fled Trinity : for created Sub- 
tiances are finite, ſubject to Change 
and Accidents, Ina word, they ate 
wholly ualike to the Divine Subſtance. 
They foreſaw, that it would be 
again objected here, If to be origi- 
nated from another, who is «f the 
farms kind with the Perſons ſo origi- 
nated from him, will make them all 
to be one 3 for Inttance, will make che 
Son and Spirit to be truly one, an 
one God, with the Father fron: 
whom they are 0iiginated : then two 
Sons, or a Sun and Grandton, be- 
caule they are Originated from the 
lame Father, and are of the ſame kind 
with him, ſhall alſo be one with 
him ; they ſhall nut be thice 2Zen, 
| but 
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but one Man, as Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit, are not three Gods, bat 
one God, To wind themſelves from 
this moſt certain and ſolid Reaſoning, 
the Fathers deviſed a third Elution, 
as wiſe as either of the two former : 
they ſaid that, 

' 3. Origination of two Pcrfons 
from a hiſt Perſon, tho they arc all 
of the ſame kind, will not make them 
one, or one God ;, except (as It 
mott luckily happens between the 
three Divine Perſons) the originated 
Perſons are propagated interiors pro- 
duttione + that is, are generated, by 
an internal Production, fo that they 
are (always and inſeparably) in the 
Perſon that produced them. And 
this at Icngth is the Fathers whole 
Explication of a Trinity in Unity. 
They faid, in ſhort, three di(tin&t Di- 
vine Perſons , Subſtances, Spirits, 
each of which is (ſingly and by him- 
ſelf) a perfe& God, are notwith- 
ſtanding, but one God ; becauſe the 
ſecond and third Perſons are or:g1- 
nated from the firſt, and are of the 
ſame Kind and Properties with him, 
and are generated or propagated by 
an internal Prodnttion, fo that they 
inſeparably and always remasn in the 
Father, and he in them, This, in 
effec, is to ſay 3 that naturally, pro- 
perly and truly ſpeaking, there are 
three Gods, or there are three Gods 
in Number : but in regard that God 
the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt, 
are of the ſame kind with (God the 
Father, are origsnuated from bim, and 
are eternally and inſeparably n him ; 
they may (in a Catachrefllical, im- 


proper and reſpective: Senſe) alt be 
called one God, 

I will examine very particularly, 
the whole Hypotheſis of theſe Fathers, 
their Trinity of Subſtances, Minds 
and Spirits 3 and their Explication 
(now laid down) how three fuch 
Perſons and (Divine) Minds can be 
but one God ? Only for preventing 
(it it may be) future Cavils, 1 would 
firſt take notice, that this Explication 
of the Unity ob Gad (or how three 
Perſons can be but one God) by the 
Fathers and Dr. Bull, evidently ſup 
poles, that they held.the three Divine 
Perſons are fo many diſtin Sub- 
fiances, Miuds, and Spirits, as well 
as diſtin Perſons, 

I chink, ?tis ſufficient, to prove 
that the Fathers held the three: Per- 
{ons are ſo many diſtinct Spirsts and 
Minds, in that they ſo certainly af- 
tirmed them to be dſtint} ſpiritual 
Subſtances : if the three Divine Per- 
{ons are three diſtin Subſtances, all 
Men (the very nominal Trinitarians 
themſelves) will grant, that they are 
diltin& Minds and Spirits. Dr. Bu{ 
hath inconteſtably proved, by a great 
Number of Quotations, and might 
have proved by a great many more ; 
that by conſubſtantial, or of the ſame 
Subſtance, the Fathers meant not the 
{ame Subttance 17 Number, but the 
ſame in Properties. As Stars are con- 
{ubſtantial to Stars, and the Bodies of 
Men to the Bodies of Beaſts 3 becauſe 
they are Subftances of the ſame kind 
(that is, corporeal) and of the ſame 
Properties, for all Stars are lurid, and 
the Bodics of Men and Bcalis arc. or- 

gangs, 
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ganized, and ſubjeft to Alteration © 
So are the three Divine Perlons con- 
' ſubſtantial, being of the ſame kind, 
that is to ſay ſpiritual ;, and haying 
the ſame Properties, namely Eternity, 
Immutability, Omnipreſence, . and 
the other Divine Attributes, 1 will 
undertake for it, that none of the 
Nominal Trinitarians (as. angry as 
ſome of them are) will ever attempt 
to.confute Dr, Bull's firſt Chapter of 
his ſecond SeQion 3 where he gives 
this Account of the word Conſub- 
ftantial, out of the Fathers. Burt if 
the Divine Perſons axe therefore Con- 
(ubſtantial, becauſe. they are of like 
kind, and have the ſame Properties z 
their Subſtance is not the ſame 1 
Number, but only (as Dr. Bull ſpeaks) 
the ſame in Nature. And if this be 
true, as inconteſitably it is, that the 
Fathers believed the three Divine Per- 
ſons to be ſo many diftintt ſpiritual 
Subſtances in Number : it vill be 
controverted by no Body, that rhey 
are alſo (in the Judgment of the Fa- 
thers) dijtinuit Minds and Spirits. 
Secondly 3 But (as I faid) the be- 
fore-mentioned Explieations of the 
Unity of God, or how the three D:- 
vine Perſons axe yet but one 79d, are 
another, and an invincible Declara- 
tion 3 that they held the (aid Perſons 
are three Minds, Spirits and Sub- 
ftances, If the Fathers had held, 
that the three Perſons are but one 0n- 
ly. (numerical) Subſtance, . one inh- 
nite Spirit, one omniſcieut Mind and 
Energy 3 and that they are called Per- 
ſons,; only becauſe the one (numeri- 
«al) Subltance ſublifis i three Iodes, 


that is, after three. ſeveral manners : 
I fay, if this had been the Opinion of 
the Fathers, the Queltion would not 
have been, how the three Perſons 
can be but one God, but how rhey 
can be called Hypoſtaſes or Perſons ? 
As at this day, no Man is {o tooliſh, 
as to charge the Nominal | rinitari- 
ans with Tricheiſm, orholding three 
Gods 3 but only with Gotham Phi- 
lolophy and Divinity, in calling 
Modes (or a Subſtance ſubliſting at- 
ter three manners) Perſons, when it 
is {0 obvious that Modes are not Per 
ſons, but certain Aﬀections and acci- 
dental Denominations belonging to 
Perſons. The Fathers would never 
have troubled themlelves, nor would 
any ever have objected it tothern, or 
demanded it of them; how thev 
could fay there is but one God, if 
the three Perſons (by them 1o called ) 
were but one (numerical) Subliance 
{nbfiſting three manner of ways, or 
in thrice relative Modes : 21l the Que- 
{jon (as I faid) would have been, 
what they ineant by this Gibberiſh, 
fiſting in three IMoaes or three man- 
rier of ways? Wint Occation was 
therc for the Fathers to tell us, the 
three Divine Perſons may be called 
one God 3 becauſe the Son and Spi- 
rit aze originated from the Father, are 
I'ke t9 him in all Divine Properties, 
and ſubfitt in him : what need, 1 fay, 
was there of theſe Excuſes, or how 
are they pothbly applicable to the 
three Divine Perions ; it the Perſons 
were not taken to be'fo many Spirits, 
Minds and Subſtances, but only a 
threefold* manner of Subfiftence -of 
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the ſame (numerical ): Subſtance, 
Mind and Spirit ? 

I omic (for the preſent) a grear 
deal that: might be farther faid on 
this Suhject ; becauſe when the No- 
minal . Trinitarians have called, till 
they are hoarſe, weary and aſhanvd, 
to Univerbities and Biſhops to eſpoule 
theix: Cauſe, and to cenſure the real 
Trinitarians: after all, the very 
Names by which the three Divine 
Perſons.are called (a Father, h#.Son, 
an Holy Spirit diſtin from-both) do 
{9/manifelily imply thoſe Perſons to 
be diſtinct Beings, Subſtances, Minds 
and Spirits, and not Modes or Rela- 
tions only of the ſclt-ſame numerical 
Being and Spirit; that it will always 
be carried againſt them, by the Ma- 
jority of confidering Divines, All 
their Appeals notwithfianding, it 
will not be long, - ce they are told by 
their Superiors in the Church, that 
"tis expedient for them to be quiet, 
let themſelves be cenſured as Sabel- 
lians, or as we now ſpeak Unitari- 
ans, To ſum up all, I fay, the Fa- 
thers held that the three Divine Per- 
{ons are three di'tin&t (fpiritual, in- 
telleQual) Subliances, three Minds, 
three Spirits: this appears, ſay 1 far- 
ther, by their Explications of the 
word Conſubſtantial ; by their An- 
ſwers to this Queltion, how three 
ſuch Perſons can be but one God and 
by the Terms which they uſe con- 
cerning the three Perſons, a Father, 
bu Son, a Spirit diftinft from both, 

Theſe things being, I ſuppoſe, 
ſufficiently eftabliſh'd, we may rely 
on XK, that Dr.. Ball will not deny that 


I have truly reported what the Fa- 
thers (the Poſt-niceneFathers fay I, 
but Dr. Bull fays all the Fathers) held, 
both concerning the three Divine 
Perſons, end how we mult under- 
ſtand them to: be but one God. 
Therefcre now, 1 will examine his 
whole Hypothelis ; it hath theſe 
Parts. 1, There are three Divine 
Hypoſiaſes, or intelleftual Subſtances, 
three omniſcient almighty Adinds 
and Spirits ; each of theſe has all Di- 
vine PerfeGtions, and is ſingly and by 
himſelf a' moſt compleat and perfe&t 
God. 2. Yet doth not this contra- 
dict that moſt great and indiſputable 
Truth, vitible in the Works of Crea- 
tion, and alcertzined by Revelation 
of holy Scripture ; that there is but 
one God : becaule of the three Dis 
vine Hypoſiafes 11d Spirits before de- 
(cribed, the ſecond and third are ori- 
ginated from the firſt ; have the ſame 
Nature and Properties, that he has ; 
and are propagated from; him by an 
interna] ProduCtion, ſo that they are 
always inſeparably in him, and he in 
them, by a mutual Pervalion, Im- 
meation or Penetration, 

There is no neccflity that I ſhould 
concern my felt, againſt the firſt of 
theſe Propolitions ;, for if 1 diſprove 
the ſecond, the firſt will fall of it 
ſelf: if three Hypoſtales or Spirits 
cannot be one God, this fort of Tri- 
nitarians muſt either give up their 
three diſtin& Subſtances, their three 
Minds and Spirits z or openly profeſs, 
that they believe three Gods, Not- 


withſtanding, it will not be amiſs, 
or beſides our Purpoſe, if we ſhow 
theſe 
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theſe Gentlemen, | that 'whatever 'Ar- * 
guments militate againſt a Plurality 


of Gods, prove alſo (no lels efte- 
ually and direRly) that there can 
be but one Divine (intelleual) Sub- 
ſtance, but one infinite Spirit and 
Mind. 

How do Philoſophers and Divines 
eſtabliſh the Unity of God 3 or, that 
there neither is, nor can be more 
than one God? They fay ; all Plu- 
rality of Beings of the ſame kind and 
ſort, is from the Imbecillity, Weak- 
neſs and Unſufficiency (in ſome re- 
{ped or other) of thoſe Beings : for 
if a Being be abſolutely perfect, in- 
finite in all Perfe&ions, all-ſufficient 
for it (elf, and for the Beings to which 
it relates; there is no need, that it 
ſhould be multiplied, or be more 
than one. We ſee, ſay they, that 
all Nature has nothing that is ſuper- 
fluous, nothing in vain z where-ever 
one of the ſort is ſufficient, as one 
Sun and ſuch like, the Individuals of 
that kind never proceed beyond Uni- 
ty. But the Divine Nature, as the 
moſt excellent of all, will much 
more exclude all Multiplicity : more 


Infinites, more All. ſufficients, would 


be ſuch an impertinent Repetition, 
ſo altogether vain and to no purpole, 
that we cannot think of it, without 
immediately rejecting it. This 1s 
the firſt Argument, uſed by Philoſo- 
phers, to prove the Unity of God 
no Body will conteſt it, that it equal- 
ly proves but one infinite Spzrit, one 
all-fficient Afind, . one abſolutely 
perfect Being. 

\They fay again ; it implies a Con- 


tradition, that there ſhould be more 
than one all-fufticient God, Mind or 
Spitit 3* becauſe ſuch a Suppolicion 
pretends to make an intinite Addi- 
tion (of 'the ſame kind) to what is 
(already) ' infinite, ' and to increaſe 
All-fufficiency. | 

And, it there are more Gods, or 
more Minds and Spirits,. infinite in 
their Perfections, either they are all 
of them unorigihated z or one only 
is unoriginated, 'and the reſt are de- 
rived from” him” by 'Generation or 
Creation. The Trinitarians, with 
whom we have now to do, anſwer ; 
that only one, the Father, is unorigi- 
nated, the other Perſons are propi- 
gated from him. But they can never 
anſwer, either why the Father ſhould' 
propagate from himſelf, only two 
Spirits as perfect as himſelf; or why, 
ſeeing thoſe two are as perfect as he, 
they alſo ſhould not generate their 
like? If che two propagated Perſons 
and Spirits cannot generate their like ; 
they are not ſuch perfect Beings as 
the Father is: and conſequently are 
neither Gods, nor abſolutely perfe& 
Spirits. If it be ſaid only, they will 
ot generate their like, becauſe three 
abſolutely perſe& Spirits are enough ; 
"tis not only frivolous, but lilly ; for 
if three perfect Spirits are more defi- 
rable by one another, or more ne- 
ceflary to the World than one ſuch 
Spirit or Mind, by an unavoidable 
Parity of Reaſon, ſeven or ten Spi- 
rits and Minds, that are all-ſufficient 
and abſolutely perfe&t, muſt be more 
deſmable, and more requilite to the 
Woild than Three, © Again, | 


(70) 


It was Ariftotle that obſerved, aud 
"tis. /an Obſervation ' worthy of ſo 
great a'Man 3 that the Unity of God 
is diiccrnable in the Conlitution and 
Frame of the World. For 1uch is 
the Uniformity and good Order of 
the whole; and all the Parts (both 
in their. Qualuzes and Motions) io 
manifeſily tend to one and the ſame 
End, namely the Service of Man, 
and che Conſervation of the World 
it ſelf in its preſent State 3 moreover 
theſe Parts continue in their tixti Mo- 
tion and Courſe, fo ftedfaftly and in- 
variably : that it appears they were 
contrived, and are regulated, not by 
more Gods, Makers, or Almighty 
Spirits, but by one only Law and 
Mind, 

Laſt of all, thar there is an all- 
wiſe God 3 we prove beyond Con- 
tradiction, by that perpetual Wiſdom, 
Contrivance and good Senle, which 
is ſeen in the Whole and the Parts of 
the World 3 and which muſt be pre- 
vious to the World and its Parts, elſe 
how came (blind unthinking) Mat- 
ter into ſuch a wiſe Order ? But we 
have no manner of Proof, not the 
leali Intimation, that there are more 
ſuch Godsz as undoubtedly there 
would be, both in Nature and by 
Revelation, if indced there weze 
more ſuch. | | 

Theſe Reaſons have always per- 
{waded all Philoſophers a:.d Divine, 
that there is but one ({uprerac and 
infinite), God ;., and they proceed as 
_ directly. againſt, more intmaite ,al- per= 
| feet and creating Spirits or Minds, as 
2gainli more Gods, In very deed, 


there never was any Philoſopher that 
made any Diſiin&ion, between three 
Gods and three infinite Minds and 
Spirits : he would have been efteem- 
ed not: in his right Senſes, by the 
Philoſophers, who ſhould talk of one 
God and three intinite all-perfeQ Spi- 
rits; with them, one God, and one 
all-perfect Spirit were convertible 
Terms, and uſcd for each othcr; and 
indeed they ever will be, by all chat 
conlider what they ſay. 

But Dr. Bxll, and the Fathers 
whom he follows, are perſwaded ; 
that tho all Nature and Reaſon are 
againſt it, yet 'tis a Divine Revela- 
tion, that there are three infinite (in- 
telletual) Sabſtances, three all-per- 
fect Spirits,three all-(ufficient Xinds : 
and that they may be ſaid to be but 
one God, on the Accounts before» 
given z and which.I will now cxa- 
mine, He, and his Fathers ſay, 

I. The ſecond and third Minds 
are originated from the firſt ; the Son 
and Spirit have their Being, Life and 
Godhead from the Father : therefore 
they are one God with him. There 
never was a more abſurd thing faid 
by Men. They pretend to prove the 
UQuiity, or declare the ity z by 
what is the tuſt Cauſe of LiftinQion, 
Diz::tty, and ſeparate Exiſtence, 
God the Son, and God the Holy 
Gloſt, are propagated, from God 
the Father; therefore they are, ong 
God with him : no Friends, no; 
therefore they are /cparate Beings, 
and diſtinft Gods, from him; ag. di- 
Rint and ſeparate a5 Caule a1 FSG 
can be, which is the very firſt of Di- 
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ſtinRions, and the Ground and Rea- 
ſen of all ſubſequent Diſtingion. 
And what kind of God have theſe 
Gentlemen deviſed ? A God who is, 
in one part of his Compolition, in 
that part which they call the Father, 
unoriginated ; but in his two other 
Paxts, the Son and Spirit, not only 
originated 4 to bjz Godhead \ but as 
Ky very Being and Life. To ſay, 
as Dr, Bll and the Fathers do, that 
the Son and Spirit have their Being, 
Life 3nd Godbead from the Father, 
or axe originated in reſpect of all theſe 
from the Father; implies that they 
differ from the Father as przor and 
poſterior, former and latter: for the 
originated Spirits (or Parts of God) 
mult of neceſſity be poſterior (latter 
or poſinate) to that Spirit. (or. part 
of him) from which they are origi- 
nated ; the very term Origination is 
a Confeſſion of 4 natural Poſteriority, 
which cannot he in God. Ty grant 


to our Oppoſers that Diſtintion of 


theirs, prior in Nature and prior in 
Time 3 they cannot thereby ſecure 
their Cauſe: for if the Son and Spi- 
rit axe originated, as to their Sub- 
fiance, Being, Life and Godhead, 
from the Father 3 they are poſterior 
in Nature to him, and therefore can 
neither be God, nor eſſential Parts of 
him. Poſterior #n Nature (or polt- 
nate) is as incompatible to God, as 
poſterior in Time ; for it implies an 
Acceſſion to him, and a Change in 
him. If there be ſomething in God, 
that is poſterior in Nature, to ſome- 
thing ec in God 3 then the whole of 
God is not conmate, there has been a 


Change and Acceſſion in him : which 


| becaute our Oppolers dare not fay, 


neither ought they to ſay the other; 
namely, that there is ſomewhat in 
God, that is poſterior in Nature to 
{ortewhat elle in him 3 and yet to 
give 'up that, they know, 15 to give 
up their Cauſe. 

But themſelves, that they may not 
ſeem ſtark Fools, take notice ; that 
if to be originated from the Father, 
will make the Son and Spirit to be 
one God with the Father ; the whole 
Creation, the very vilett Parts of it, 
{ball be one God with him, bezuſe 
they are originated from him 3 rhat 
is, they give up this firſt Solution 
or 'Explication of the Unity z and 
they alledg, in the next Place, after 
this manner ; 

2, We do not affirm, that bare 
Origination from God, can make 
the Perſons ſo originated, to be one 
God with him : bur only when they 
are ſo originated from God; as to 
have the ſame (ſpecifick) Subfiance 
and Properties that he hath 3 that is, 
when the originated Perſons have, 
like him, immortal, unchangable 
Subſtances ; and are omniſcient, om- 
nipotent, and the reſt that God is. 
As who ſhould fay ; we make it our, 
that three infinite Spirits are but one 
God, by nicreaſing their firſt Diſtin- 
ton and Diverſity, They were ſut- 
hiciently three Gods, by the Origina- 
tion of the ſecond and third; trom 
the firſt > but we will more aſcertain 
them to be ſo, by the Maltiplication 
of Subſtances and fpecifick Proper- 
ties, 1 ask, what. is it that contti- 

rates 
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tutes or efſentiates a God z is it not 
this, That we ſuppoſe. 2. ſpiritual 
Subſtance;. that is immortal and un- 
changable, .and has the [ jvine Pro- 
perties.6f Omniſcjence and Omnipo- 
rence ? If fo,; then by fup aling 
mote ſuch Subſtances, PTS! Pio- 
perties belonging to them;3 we. do 
not ſuppoſe one Godz but. three. 
In ſhort, I fay ;, they propoſe ſuch an 
Explication how three intinite Minds 
and Spirits are but one God, as all 
Men of Conſideration will take to be 
a Declaration and Aſſertion of three 
Gods: for they will have three inh- 
nite Minds to be one God, becauſe 
they have three diſtint Divine Sub- 
ſtances, qualified each of them wuth 
Call) diftint Divine Properties ; 
when theſe Subſtances and Properties 
are the very Marks and Notifications 
of their diltint Divinities, or that 
they are diſtin& Gods. 

But themſelves alſo acknowledg, 
that if Origination from the Father, 
and to be (fpecifically) conſubſtanti- 
al with him, were ſufficient to make 
the Son and Spirit one God with the 
Father : then James and Fob being 
originated from their Father Peter, 
and - conſubftantial in all _ 
with him, it will follow, that Peter, 
Fames and Fobr, are not three Men, 
but one Man ;z or Peter, Fames and 
Fohn are one Man with Peter. To 
get rid of this, they advince a third 
Bull, more ridiculous than either of 
the two former : it is this, 

3. If the originated and confub- 
ftantial (and Divine) Perſons are 


propagated (from the tirft' Perſon) 


by, «4» internal Produfizon; fo that 
Gy are always and znſeparably in the 
Perfon that produced them , they are 
thereby molt truly one God with 
him, : Here the Reader needs only to 
confider, that we are arguing con- 
cerning three ſuch Perſons as are con- 
fels'd . (by. theſe Oppoſers) to be 
three diltin&t Subltances. Now to 
ſay of two of theſe Subſtances, that 
they are propagated by an internal 
Produdtion, is a Bull; to add, that 
that they are snſeparably in the Perſon 
that produced them, is another; 
but cis worſt of all, to ſay 3 that by 
their Inexiftence in the Father, the 
Son and Spirit are one God with him; 
this(l ſay) is a worſe Blunder, a more 
inexcuſable Overſight, than internal 
Produltion, or inſeparable Subſt ances. 

Internal Produttion, when faid of 
Subſtances, is a Contradiction, - both 
in the Senſe and Terms : *tis as much 
as to ſay, a Produttion not produced ; 
a Generation not ecented 

And a Subſtance being that which 
can exiſt ſeparately, or by it ſelf 
and needeth not, as an Accident, to 
inexiſt in ſomcthing elſe: therefore 
an inſeparable Subſtance is a Sub- 
ance without being a Subſtance, or 
a Subſtance and no Subſtance. Dc. 
Bull will anſwer, it may be, the Sub- 
{tances of the Son and Spirit are al- 
ways and inſeparably in the Father ; 
not from a natural Inhability to ſub- 
[ft Cas they are Subſtances) by them- 
ſelves, or ſeparately : but only be- 
cauſe the Nature of the Divine Unity 
requires, ” that the ſecond and third 
Perſons of: the Godhead, ſhould al- 
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ways inexift in'the' ict; 'and he in 
them. "But if this be the Meaning of 
inſeparably ; it is itmpertinently, as 
well as falfly added. I:mpertinently, 
becauſe the 'word always had been 
enough 3 arid ofily proper co be'/here 
uſed. ' Falfly, becatte things are not 
inſeparable, if only they arenot attu- 

ly ſeparated,” but of their own Na- 
fare have an Hability to exiſt ſepa- 
rattly, © The'Bull therefore remains, 
againſt whatſoever *Excufes : but 
were that whith the Doctor aims to 
ſay never, ſo true, we” ſhall fee pre- 
ſently, it will not in the leaſt avail 
his Caliſe. 

'For, as I ſaid, the greateſt Blunder 
and Inobſervance of all, is what Dr. 
Byll (and "the Fathers) take to be 
the *Strength of this Hypotheſis 3 
riamely this; that the ſccond and 


third Perſons being always in the firſt, per 


are therefore one God with him, For 
it is to be noted, that theſe Gentle- 
menhold, not only that the Son and 
Spirit Arc inthe Father, 'but he alſo 
in them: it is the mutual Tnexiftencs 
of *alf the three Perſons, and not on- 
ly of the 'Son .and Spirit\in 'the Fa- 
ther, 'that maketh 'them to be one 
God. 1 ask hereupon, whether this 
mhiitual 'Tnexiſtence, Immeation 'or 
Penetration of the three Perſons, be 
ſach ; that their 'Subſtances become 
cortirinoms, as the Parts ! for Inſtance) 
of the fame Piece of Gold are; or 
only contzgnows, like more Piects:of 


Gold that are heaped (or bagged) 
together WR the Sibſtarices of the 
three{Divine Perſons, I ſay, continn- 


0. as (to uſe another Inſtance) the 


Parts* of the "fame Angel or Sout ate 

continuous and 'indiſcerpible'? or ate 

they only contiguous, as God or the 

Divine Subſtance (which pervades 

all things, Spirits as well as Bodies) 

is contiguous to the things which it 
rvades and immeates ? 

If Dr. Buf fays,that the Divine Per- 
ſons, Minds and Spirits, or the three 
Divine Subſtances, have ſuch a'mu- 
inal Incxiftence, that they become 
continuous ; as the (afbgnable con- 
ceivable) Parts of each Perſon's own 
Subſtance are, or as the Parts of an 
Angel or Soul are : He ſays thereby, 
and therein, that the Subllances and 
Perſons are identified ; which is 'He- 
rely, becauſe (as the Athanaſijan 
Creed ſpeaks) it confounds the Per- 
ſons. If the Subſtances are continu- 
ous,. and thereby identifed, the Pro- 
ties alſo of the three Subſtances, 
in Mr. 30's -Hypotheſis, will be 
identified too : for inthis Hypothelis 
there cannot be diftin&t Underttand- 
ings, Wills and Energies, it the: $ub» 
ſtances are not diftinct, | but continu- 
ous, and (thereby) identified. -But 
we need not to infift on this ; for Dr. 
Ball dares not ſay, that the Sub» 
ſtances of the Divine -Perſons are 
identified or continuous : -he mult 
fay, and will ſay, that they:do ſo in« 
exiſt in One another, that #hey care 
only contiguous ; there 15 only 4Com- 
tatt of their Subſtances, not-anIden- 
tifhcation or Continuity. \'But if 
there be only *@ Contact of the three 
Sabſtances, they: are /a9-much three 
Gods, and ſeparate Sibſthnces inthe 
Phyſical Senfc _ word ſeparate : 


as 


(74) 


45 thige Men'imbiacing, one anotlier,. 
are three difiin Men. *not one Man';' 


orias God and the Creationaxe'fepa- 
rate - Subttances, tho'rhe -inexilis in 
{perviteFor immneates): the Works he 
hath made, and /they- agattyexitt in 
him. | WIC 53 bist (13; 

The Fathers - that. were'' Philoſo- 
phers, '*when they ſaid, | the three 
Divine Perſons or Subfiances are ey 
one another, meant, - by ther mutual 
Love and Agreement : but thole Fa- 
thers that were not learned, or un- 
derſtood only the Platonick Philoſo- 
phy, which is wholly moral and me- 
taphyſical, and never meddles with 
the natural Reaſons of things ;, | ſay, 
the Fathers that were 'not watural 
Philoſophers imagined ſuch 'an” Inex- 
iftence of the threePerſons, that the 
ſaid Perſons were phyſically and ſub- 
ſtamially in one anethey, and thereby 
(fay they) one God. They knew 
not, that a ſubſtantial Inexiſtence 
mult either be by the Continuity of the 
Subftarices > which confounds the 
Subſtances or Perſons : or only by 
Contiguity or Contatt, which can 
110 more make three Divine Perſons 
and Spirits to be one God, than three 
Men fitting cloſe on the ſame Bench, 
are thereby one Man, or than God, 
who_is in all Spirits (whether An- 
pels ox.Souls) and they in him, are 
the ſame Being or the ſarne Subſtance, 
not ſeparate Subſtances. 

In ſhoxt, Dr, Bull and theſe Fa» 
thers .fay. ; the three Divine Perſons 
are three diſtin@ ſeveral Subſtances, 
and do ſubftantially'fmmeaie {or in 
exiſt in) one another : "yet ſo,” that 


they. art yot coutijuous or identified, 
as thePazts of the ſame (numerical) 
Subfiance ' are, but only contiguous, 
We: tay: hereupon, that this will ne- 
vermmake themto be. one God, be. 
caute: mere. Contait 1s only a juxta- 
Pofition, not areal Uiion. All Phi- 
lutophers, but. only the Platanilts 
who. underſtand not Phylicks, or thy 
Nature: of things, will aſſent to this 
Reaſoning, : and I doubt not, it-was 
one of the Cauſes, why the School- 
men: (who were learned Philoſo- 
phers ) - unanimouſly agreed, that 
three diftiu&t (Divine) Subſtances 
are mot certainly three Gods 3 and 
they (the Divines. of the Schools) 
have been followed by all the Divi- 
nity-Chairs in Chriſtendom, from 
about the Year 1200 to this preſent 
time. 1 do not believe, there is a 
Chair in , Chriſtendom that will own 
more than one Divine Subſtance 3 or 
will admit that three Divine Sub- 
ſtances can be one God; Dr. Bull 
will not approve his Hypotheſis . tg 
the Chaixs, or to. Univexlities. ox 
Schools of Learning. I am of 'opi- 
nion however, that ſo arrogant a 
Man as Dr. Bull wlll not let go his 
Hypotheſis; it being. too the Dos 
&rine of the Fathers, and of a great 
many learned Men who treat of thefe 
Queſtions as Divines, not as Philoſo- 
phers: and Dr. Bull having acquired 
ſo great a Reputation all over E#- 
rope, by his Book; the Chairs 
and Nominal- Trinitarjans ,-will 
not, "it may be; adventure to attack 
him, " "C E IX vb 
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But if after all,--Dr..Bully ſearing} 


the, Sor: and Spirit. ave propagated 


the Numbers and:Reputation:'0b:the: fromthe: Father: Another, becauſe 


Nominal Trinitarians, wilhdeny his 
Hypotheſis z and (in hopes ta:com+: 
pound with them) pretend that -it- 
differs not (or not materially). from: 
the Doctrine of the Schools : , belides 
that all diſcerning- and ingenuous 
Men' will laugh at his Paſilanimity z 
I ſhall not defite an cafter Task, than 
to prove from” his own Book, and 
from innumerable Quotations of the 
Fathers, that both"rhey and he hold 
three diftin& Divine Subſtances, and 
conſequently ſo many Minds and Spi- 
rits, both- which arc rejected as He- 


retical (nay as Tritheiſtical) by the: 


Schools and their Followers, 
"I will conchide this firſt Part of my 


Anſwer, with obſervingy that. tha 


Dr. Bult:fays-here, that che Fathers 
believed the: three.:{Divine) Perſons 
are one God,: becaufe the ſecoud and 
third are derrved:from the firſt,. have 
like Subſtances and Properties with 


bim, and all of them do mutually im. 


meate one another :. yet this is not the 
Explication of any particular Father, 
much leſs of all of them; but an Hy- 
pothelis that Dr, Bull has pieced ups 
from the Writings of divers Fathers. 
The. Fathers explained the Unity. in 
Trinity, each of them his own way. 
One (aid, the three: Pertons ate , one 
God, becauſe they are (in out another, 
by mutual Love and Agreement. Ano» 
ther ſaid, they are one God, becauſe 
of the Subordination and perfeit Sub- 
jeftion of the ſecand and third Per, 
ſons, to him who is the firſt God. 
Another, they are one God, becaulc 


they-unanimoutly govern-the World 3. 
that: is, «they are one God, becauſe. 
they are one. Monarchy, and: thereby 
(;43' it were): one: Ruler. Some! of 
them ſaid, three Divine Perſons, and 
three infinite _ are God and the 
Godhead, in ſuch Senſe as all Mer 
are called Man or Mankind, As 
three golden Coins of the ſame Em- 
peror. are called Auwram, Gold, not 
Awras. Golds, in the Pluzal : | So in 
proper ſpeaking, three Divine Pex- 
ſons, becauſe (like three Men, or. 
three golden Coins) they are conſubs, 
iautial ; that is,. have the ſame (pee. 
_— Yen _— Properties 3 
they are (in proper;- ing), to. be 
called God, . a his was A 
very ridiculous, Reaſoning, contrary 
both to Grammar. and Philoſophy 3 
and, yet it was the Explication of 
ſome of the moſt learned of the Paſt- 

Nicene, Fathers. Fl 
Briefly, theſe two things I F- 
That Dr. BulPs. Explication of the 
Unity of God,. is indeed taken out 
of ſorne of the Fathers : but it was 
not (as, *tis laid down by him). the 
particylas  Explication given by any 
one: of them, much leſs the agreed 
and common . Explication of all of 
chem 3. but part of it is from ſome, 
other Parts of it from other Fathers. 
Secondly, the Fathers advanced fe- 
veral other: Explications ; on which 
ſome of them. infified, more and ra- 
thers. thay on any part of Mr. Bull's. 
"The. Ante: Nigens, chiefly urged che 
Unuty of; Love, * elle { Manarchy : 
| 2 the 


tHe-tmnolt learned-'(batley frudicious) 
ofthe: Poli+Nicens fexved” themnielves 
of the (pretended) QConſubſianuali- 
tyz or -that the three Perſons-having 
like: Subſtances and: Properties"! are 
therefore one» Got; 'as all Men or 
Aankiznd' ares called «xHoms,.- and as 
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three-(or«more) - golden-Coins- are 
called-.Anram, Gold's never Anra, 
Golds- + Bur' of theſe things I ſhall 
{peak tally; 16 the Concluſion: of the 
third "Part of this Anſwer to Dr, 
Bull. 


—” 


\ - The CONCLUSTON: 


"Have faid what 1 intended in this 

- *irſt Part, In the Second/I'will 
7" report the'Docrine- of+ the fol- 
lowing! Rathers, concerriing the Tri- 
nity and the Perfon of our blefled S1- 
viour, in 'their own Words : By the 
{following Fathers I mean thoſe Fa- 
thers 'who flouriſhed from abous the 
Year 150, to the-\Nicene Council, 
or the Year 325. | 
{aall-diſcover-Dr, BulPs Frauds and 
Miſtakes, detect his' Sophifiries and 
Elufions 3 and-confront his Miſrepre- 
ſentation-of the 'Fathers, with the 
Confetſions and Jadgment ofthe Cri- 
ticks, who have cither-publifhed-or 
commented 'on- the Writings'of the 
Fathers. Here and now it' remains 
only, that linform-the Reader, who 
hath not ſeen Dr. BulPs Books, why 
I have-an{wer'd fo indifferently, and 
without any- particular 'Deference' to 
the Merit of his Learning and Abili- 
ties: | for it cannot be denied,” that 
this Gentlemen is a'dextrous Sophi- 


In the Laſt Part I 


fier 3 'or-that he has readthe principal 


Fathers with: a more than ordinary 
Application, Diligence and Obſerva- 
tion. Dr. Bulltas written two Books, 
his Defence of the Nicene Faith, and. 
Judgment of the Catholick Church, de. 
ſignedly and'diredly againſt the Uni- 
tarians ; whether -they be Arians or 
Socinians. In'the firſt of*theſe he at- 
tacks 'more particularly Chr: Sandine, 
a very learned Arian ; and the: Au- 
thor of ' Jrenicum Irenicorum;, 'who 
was Dr. Zwicker M. D. a Socinian, 
Dr. Zwicker is complemented by Dr. 
Bult; with fuch'/Flowers as theſe 
Bipedam iveptiſſimus,-the greateſt Fop 
in Nature: Ommum-odio, qui veri- 
tatem & candorem amant, dipnm, 
deſerving the Hatred of all Lovers of 
Truth and 'Sincerity. Of Sandia. 
he faith, He' bath” ſhip-wrack?d 'his 
Conſcience, as welt as his Faith ;, a 
Trifler, a mere (empty ) Pretender * 
He adds at-p. 331. Hebath only tran- 


ſcribed "the ' Author of Iren, lrenico- 


rum; ard in'onePhce, he prays for 
Sandind as one that is mad, This; 
and 
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and (ach as-this,, is Dy, Rus 100nfant 
Lauguage-congeningAthete' two-very 
learned Men: nor. doth..he cver reply 
to. them, without - pretending}, an aþ; 
ſolute and inconteſiable: Victory ;,.and 
caſting ſome. mpſt unworthy Scogn or 
other upon them,, by, occation of his 
ſuppoſed Advantage. He never calls 
the , Arians, by. any, other, Name but 
Avxiamagite, the. mad Arianss and 
Socinianiſm is always. with, him the 
Atheiſtical Hereſy, 1.dg not remem-. 
ber that he ever calls our, Doctrine by, 
a. better Name In ſhort, he-hath 
expreſſed ſuch. a, Malevalence 3 and 
hath ſo natorioufly- and infamouſly 
bxoke the, Cartel 10f. Hopour and Ci- 
vility, that wag thought:to be agreed 
and cftabliſd\ between Pex{ons of 
excellent, Learpingy; ar great: Abilie, 
tigs,, when-they happgn&to. bes 1 d, 
in contrary:Sidgs3 that no. Reſpect or. 
Tenderne(s ca be ſhown to, higa, by 
any. Unicazian,. His, Barbazities . and 
laymanities.tomards a.Perfon. {o.little. 
deſerying; ſuch. Lage, and;fo mych 


aboye. Mr, Bull,,in all. Regards, . a5. 


Sandins was ;, and his. Axxogance. toe 
wards, and (hare-braiwd) Contempt 
of all Unitarians, whether antient or 
modern: I fay, his Temerity and 
Extravagance in this kind, 1s 10 ex- 
ceſſive, or rather is {o outrageous, 
that he hath left to himſelf no man- 
ner of Right or Claim, to the very 
leaſt Degree of Humauity or good 
Manners tcwards him, 

And ſee here what Judgment he 
makes, of the late Socinian Treatiles, 
that have been, publiſhed within fix 
or (even Years palt 3 in las Pre- 


face. tothe Judgment of the C atholick 
Church: © Divers impione Wretches, 
&. within. theſe few. Years, have at- 
* tacked the-principal Article of the 
k« Faith 3; namely, the Divinity'df 
* our Saviour : 'Some of them are 
6 Arians, . others. ' Samoſatenians or 
&*© Socinians ; I may fay of both, as 
<< the great . Zanchius ſormewhere 
* does of. L, Socinus, Fr. Davida, 
«& Blandrata, and. other Founders 
& of the Socinian Hereſy inthe laſt 
* Age. I donot read, without Diſ- 
* aain, the. ſilly and: mad Defences 
« of: the new Arjans and Phatins- 


& ans: for I cannot meet in this 

* Writings with the very. hat. 
&- gree. of, Wit, ,or good Sinſe ; they 
© baye, natbing. but the Repiriveen of 
's oldexploded Foliics,. or new Veak- 
& nefſes of their.own. But: leſt they. 
*© ſhould think. that they, haye-gain- 
&« ed. the: Vidory ; or. ſhould mitſ- 


, © lead, the. Weak, ; ſome, pious and, 


& learned. Men, have. deſerved. the: 
& publick Praiſe ayd Thanks, , by op- 
« poling themſelyes /to the Sopbi- 
* {tries of theſe Triflers. It is in 
this ſtrain that Dr, Bull has treated 
us, every where 3 in every Page of 
his two Books: therefore it could 
not be reaſonably expected, that in 
anſwering, we ſhould fall proftrate 
to ſuch an inveterate and (upercilious 
Malevolence and Arrogance 3 os 
make cout to ſuch a Hildebrand 25 
this Man (even) aftedts to ſhow 
hinſelf, 

I know not, whether he will per. 
{wade many, that 4 Dzabolical Spi- 
T;t. is a fit Guide to be choſe, in the 

Search 


or that 


Search- of ſacred Truths: 
thoſe have the true Faith, who have 
not the leaſt Grain of Charity ? If 
Mr. Bull had railed fo bitterly, only 
at the preſent Engliſh Socinians, and 
' their Writers, we might have 1m- 
puted his Intermperance to his Fear, 


or to his Ambition. We might ap- 
prehend, that he begins to doubt, 
that this (growing) Sect may, one 
day, turn Fm out of his Parſonage, 
or his Prebend : or that by Zeal and 
Bigotry he intended to recommend 
himſelf to his Superiours in the 
Church, and merit a Biſhoprick or 
Deanery. But why has he inſulted 
the Dead ; nay look'd back 1200, 
and 1400 Years, ſcattering his Gall 
and Venom into the Ulrns of Con- 
feſlors and Martyrs, of the ſecond 
and third Ages of Chriſtianity ? 
Even thoſe whom Dijocleſian and Fu- 
lian the Apoſtate, not only fpared, 
but honoured and rewarded for their 
SanQity and Learning ; Dr. Bull has 
broke up their Monuments, and 


ſcatter'd their Aſhes. 
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His Metropolitan not only preach- 
ed it, to the moſt conſiderable Au- 
ditory of England; but publiſhed it 
too, from the Prefs, to all the 
World : © That the Socinians argue 
* Matters, with Temper and Gra- 
o< vity; that they reaſon cloſely, and 


& clearly, with extraordinary Guard 
& and Czution, with as much Dex- 
© terity and Decency. The ableſi 
« Managers, ſaith he, that ever yet 
& meddled with Controverſy; in 
« compariſon of whom the Jeſuit is 
& a Scold anda Bungler. Archbiſh, 
24 Serm, on the Divin. of our Savi- 
our, p.71. But Mr. Ball, becauſe 
he has more Wit and Judgment than 
three Archbiſhops, anſwers immedi- 
ately from the Oxford-Preſs; that his 
Grace is either mad, or dotes 3 that 
ſince he (Dr. Bull) has wrote againſt 
the Socinians, ?tis impoſſible they 
ſhould have the leaſt Temper, Dex- 
terity, good Senſe, or ought elle, 
that may recommend them to E- 
ſteem. The Man grows warm 3 let 
us part for the preſent, leſt we alſo 
grow as foalith as he. 
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Of the Nominal, and Real 


T RiniTarIANS. 


— 


The Diſtinftim of Trinicarians, into Nominals and 
Realifts ; and the Deſign of theſe Sheets, 


have ſeen the late Prints be- 

tween the Trinitarians and U- 

nitarians z That the Queſtions 
controverted between us, are ma- 
naged here, on another Foot as they 
ſpeak, in another Method, and by 
adifferent Arguments, than in Fo- 
reign parts, or by the Latin Wri- 
ters Among other remarks that 
we have made andurged, the Eng- 
liſh Unitarians ſhow ; That their 
Oppoſers do indeed all go under the 
common name of Trinttarians, but 
are (in truth) a great many ſeveral 
and contrary Sects, They all caſt up 
their Caps, and cry, Trinity, Tri- 
zity : But the Ideas they have of 
the Trinry, and conſequently their 
Faiths concerning this (pretended) 
MyRſery, are ſo many and fo con- 
trary 3 that they are leſs one Party 
among themſelves, than the far more 
Learned, and far greater Number of 
them (I mean hereby, the Nomi- 
nal Trinitarians) are one Party with 


I will cafily appear, to all that 


us. As much as the Socinians are 
clamour'd on, for (abominable, in- 
tolerable) Hereticks 3 there 1s no» 
thing more certain than that the No- 
minal Trinitarians, who are truly 
and properly the Church, and who 
are by much the Majority of Chri- 
ſtians, are altogether in the ſame 
Sentiments concerning Almighty 
GOD, and the Perſon of our Sa» 
viour ; that weare. 

This is one of the Points that I 
ſhall infiſt on, and evince in theſe 
Sheets: but I ſhall argue divers o- 
ther Matters, theſe two eſpecially. 
That the ſeveral Sets of Real Tri- 
nitarians are guilty of a manifeſt 
Tritheiſm ; their DoGtrine (necel- 
farily and immediately) infers three 
Gods: and that the Nominal Tri- 
mitarians have cauſlefly innovated 
the Language of the Holy Scrip= 
ture, and ot the (Primitive) Church, 
concerning GOD, and the Perſon 
of the Lord Chriſt. I ſaid, sn the 


Language of Scripture, and of the 
A 2 antt- 


(4) 


antient Church; for they have re- ſpeak, firſt, of (onr Brethren) the 


tained the Primitive and true Do- 
arine, only they have not Kept to 
the Form of ſound Words, | will 


Nomimmal T rinitavians ; then of the 
Tritheiſtick Tribes, or Realifts. 


Of the Nominal Trinitarians; that theſe are the Church. 


HE fiſt obſervation to be made 

on the Nominals, is ; that 

theſe are the Church ;,, which I prove 
by two (inconteliable) Arguments, 

7. Their DoGrine has been e- 
ſpouled by a General Council, The 
Ccuncil aſſembled at the Lateran, in 
the Year 1215, <&l{abliſhed. (in the 
moſt ample manncr, and moſt ex- 
preſs Terms) the Doctrine of the 
School-Divines or Nominal Trinita- 
rians; and condemns, in the Perfon 
and Writings of Abbat Joachim, the 
DoGrine of the Real Trinitarians, 4s 
Heretical and Mad; 1 ule the very 
words of the 2d Canon of that 
Council. To this Argument, I 
mult note two things. 

Firſt, This Council was more tru- 
ly General, thanalmoſt any of the 
Councils that are ſo called. Here 
were preſent 1200 Fathers the Am- 
baſſadours of the Emperour of Con- 
ſtantinople, the King of the Romans, 
the Kings of France, England, Ar- 
ragon, Hungary, Jeruſalem, Cyprus, 
and divers others ; Here alſo were the 
five Patriarchs, ( partly in Perſon, 
paftly by their Legats) the Roman, 
Conſt antinopolitan, he of Feruſalem, 
the Antiochian and Alexanarian ; 
whoſe Preſence (by themſclves or 


their Legats) is ſuppoſed neceſfary 
towards conſtituting an Occumeni- 
cal (or General) Council, 

Secondly, Divines and Canoniſis 
do not give the name of Hereſy to 
any DoGdtrine, becauſe *tis rejected 
by a great number of Learned Men, 
or by a National Conncil : but they 
reckon it Hereſy, if it has been cen- 
ſur'd by. a General Council, which 
repreſents the Univerſal Church. Be 
the miſtake never ſo great, let it 
have been condemned by never fo 
many Wrirers ; whether Fathers or 
Moderns, or both: *tis only Error, 
*tis not Hereſy, unleſs it has been 
Anathematiz'd by the Catholick (or 
Univerſal} Church 3 and the Catho- 
lick Church is never. underſtood to 
ſpeak, but by a General Council 
which for that reaſon is called the 
Church Repreſentative. 

Briefly, Hereſy and the Faith can 
be declared, but only by a General 
Council; the General Council at the 
Lateran (in Rome) has avowed the 
Doctrine of the Nominal Trintars- 
ans,and Anathematiz'd the Hypothe= 
{is and Explication of the Real T71- 
nitarians * theretore, fay 1, tht for- 
mer are the Church 3 the latter are 


Hereticks, I am amazed, when [I 
hear 
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hear ſome Real Trintarians lay. in 
their Books 3 That: the Doctrine of 
the Nominals never had any other 
publick Authority, but the Creed 
and 2d Canon of the Council of La- 
teran © for what other equal Autho- 
rity thereto can it have; 1s not a 
General Council the higheſt Court 
of the Church ? Her Canons de- 


clare the Faith, her Anathemas He-. 


reſy. And what other Council ever 
was ſo General as this; in which 
were aſſembled, the Emperour, and 
Kings of the Eaſt and Weſt, the La- 
tin and Greek Churches, 1200 Fa- 
thersz and what eſpecially makes a 
General Council, the five Patriarchs 
oft Chriſtendom. | 

What will the Realiſts ſay here ; 
that this was 4 Popiſh Council ? Firlt, 
it would be News indeed, that the 
Roman Catholicks are not Ortho- 
dox, in the Queſtions concerning the 
Trinity, and the Incarnation, It has 
ever becn granted to them, both by 
the Lutherans,C alviniſts,and Church 
of Egland, that they are found in 
Fundamentals ; in the Dodrines of 
the Trinity, the Incarnation, the S2- 
tisfaction, and ſuch like : their Er- 
ror conlitts, in the Additions they 
have made to the Fundamentals ; 
and namely, by their Doctrines of In- 
dalgences, Tranlubliantiation, Wor- 
ſhip and Invocation of Images and 
Saints, and the reſt. And 1s the 
Greek Church alſo Heretical in the 
Dodtrine of the Trinity ? for in this 
Council, the Greek Emperour and 
Church were repreiented, ' as well 
25 the Latin Church: nay, of the 


five Patriarchs here preſent, four of 
them belong to the Orient, or Creek 
Church, When the Realiſis have 
turned themſelves all ways, they will 
find themſelves held, and even bound 
by the Authority of this Council ; 
which 1s too Great and Venerable to 

be (openly, or dire&ly) difclaimed. 
'Tis obje&cd to this Council, by 
Mr. Spanheim, the preſent (Learned) 
Protefſor at Leyden that they affent- 
ed to, and publiſhed 70 Canons in 
20 days Time 3 and that the Canons 
were not framed by the Fathers, 
but by the Pope. Theſe are frivo- 
lous Exceptions, unworthy of fo 
Learned an Hiſtorian: for *tis not at 
all to the purpoſe, who contrived 
theſe Canons ; ſeeing they were ap- 
proved, afſſented to, and publiſhed 
by the Council. Canons are oft- 
times compoſed by fome particular 
Father in a Council z ſometimes bh 
a Committee of the Council, ſome- 
times (as in the preſent Caſe) by the 
Prefident : but by whomſfoever they 
are drawn up, they are not the Ca- 
nons of that Perſon or Perſons ; but 
of the Council, when the Council 
has examined, approved and voted 
them. But Mr. Spanhezm doth not 
find Fault with this Council, for 
their Explicution of the Doctrine of 
the Trinity, or the Canons that refer 
to any part of that Article ; but be- 
cauſe it was convened, under pre- 
tence indeed to carry on the War a- 
giinlt the Saracens, in the Holy 
Land ; but really to raiſe a Cruſade 
(or Holy War) againft the Albigen- 
ſes, and to contirm the Vaſſalage of 
Fohn 


—» 


Fohn King of England to the Sce of 
Rome, againſt the Conſent of the 
Engliſh Peerage z that is (in ſhort) 
to _inlarge the Juriſdiction, and in- 
creaſe the Authority of the Weſtern 
Patriarch, os Biſhop of Rome, | 

2. My ſecond (as I faid, incon- 
teitable) Proof,that the Nominal Tri- 
nitarians ate the Church, is, that the 
Divinity-Chairs, and all Writers, 
whether of Controverſy, or Syſtems, 
have ever followed the Doctrine of 
the Schools (which is theDoctrine of 
the Nominal Trinitarians ) and the 
Creed, and 2d Canon of the (before- 
{aid) Council of Lateran, in decla- 
ring the DoErine of the Trinity, 
They al take it,as the Council-Schools 
and Nominals do, for their Foundati- 
on; That © there is but one only 
& and ſelf-fame Divine Subſtance : 
& 2nd in that Subſtance,but one (in- 
© finite) Underſtanding, but one 
&« (almighty) Energy, and Will, 
& iz ntnuber. Which is to fay, there 
is but one really Subſſting (divine) 
Per{on, or God is but one ſubſifting 
Perſon; tho in a Critical or Claſſical 
Senſe of the word Perſons, namely, 
when Perſons is uſed only for varioms 
Relations of the ſame really ſubſiſting 
Perſon, we way ſay there are three 
Divine Perſons. A ſubſiting Perſon 
i5 (by Confeſſion of all) one parti- 
cular Subſiance, having (one) Un- 
derſtanding, Will and Energy ( or 
power of Action) in number : there- 
fore God being (according to the 
Council, Schools, and all Noml- 
nals) one Sub{tance, or one, particu- 
lar-ſpiritual Subſtance, with one only 
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Underſtanding, Energy and Will he 
can be, zccording to them, but one 
ſubſiſting Perſon,tho he may be more 
Metaphy ical or Claftical Perſons,that 
Is, more Relations or Properties. 
This, I ay, is the DoCtrine of that 
Council, of the Schocls, and of the 
Nominal Trinitarians , and it has al- 
ways been approved and taught by 
the Divinity-Chairs, and by the Wri- 
ters both of Syſtems and Controver- 
ſy; therefore the Nominals, not the 
Realiſts, are the Church. 

I ſhall grant, that the real Trinita- 
rians have on their fide,the moſt (and 
molt contiderable) of the Fathers ; 
reckoning from about the Year of 
Chriſt 140, and meaning thoſe Fa- 
thers, whoſe Writings have been ſuf- 
tered to come down to our Times ; 
and excepting, out of the Number, 
the Party in the firſt Nicer Council), 
which ſome little time after the 
breaking up of that Council, were 
conſidered as the Orthodox Party, 
and the Church, and were perſecu- 
ted as ſuch by the Arians : But the 
Nominals have what is much more 
conſiderable, all the Moderns ;, ac- 
counting the Moderns fromtheCoun- 
cil of Lateran, or the Year 1215. 
Since that Council, Learning, and 
more eſpeciallyTheological Learning, 
has not only been revived, but great- 
ly improved ; the later Divines have 
been better Criticks, Interpreters, Phi- 
loſophers, than the Fathers were ; and 
the two laſt Ages only, have afforded 
more Hundreds of able Divines, than 
there were {ingle Perſons of the Fa- 
thers. Of the Latin Fathers, only 

St. 
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St, Jorom would have been account- 
ed a Learned Divine in our Age ; 
and of the Greeks, Origen, Enſebi- 
*, the two Gregaries, Baſil, St. John 
Chryſoftom, and four or tive moxe : 
had the reſt wrote in any part of the 
two laſt Ages, they ſhould undoubt-. 
edly have been reckoned among the 
Scriblers, The Nominals therefore, 


if you demand Authority, produce 


a General Council, not only eſta: 
bliſhing cheit Hypotheſis, or Expli- 
cation of the Trinity, but denounc- 
ing Azathema to the contrary Do- 
Ctrine and the Realiſts: if you re- 
quire 4 Poll, if you will be judged 
by molt Votes, they have for them 
an hundred (far more Learned) Mo- 
derns, againſt one Father who can be 
cited for their Oppolers,the Realiſts, 


———. dC. — —_— 


ment with the Unitarians. 


HE Church then, as I aid, is 

uriqueſtionably the Nominal 
Party ;, and this Party is {o called,be- 
caule as the Realiſis are denominated 
from their believing three diſtinct 
Divine Spirits or Minds, who are ſo 
many real ſub(iſting Perſons : lo the 
Nominals believe three Divine Per- 
ſons, who are Perſons in Name only, 
indeed and in truth they are but one 
ſubſifting Perſon. This will appear 
by all more fully and clearly, by the 
account I ſhall now give (in their 
own Words and Terms) of their 
Dodrine, Hypotheſis, or Explica- 
tion. 

The Nominals are one Party in ſe- 
veral Subdivifons 3 they muſt be cal- 
led one Party, becauſe their Explica- 
tions (o far agree, as really to Jeave 
but one Gad, and one Divine Perſon 
properly and phyſically ſo called. All 
the Diviſions of the NVommals ac. 
cord, that there is but one only and 
fſelf-ſame Divine Eſſence and Subs 


Why the Nominals are ſo called; their Doftrine, and Agree- 


fiance ; the Divine Subſtance accord- 
ing to them, is one 67 Number : nor, 
as the Realilis hold, one in Properties 
only ;, which indeed were only a like- 
eſs of Subſtances, not an Unity. 
As the Divine Subſtance is numeri- 
cally One, fo (according to the No- 
minals) is the Divine Underftand- 
ing, Energy, and Will ; they are not 
repeated as the Perfons are, but they 
are one as ſirictly and properly, as 
the Eſſence or Subſtance is one : Ox 
more clearly, if it may be, thus as 
there is but one Divine ſpiritual Sub- 
ſtance, fo there is but one (omniſci- 
ent) Underſtanding, but one (omni. 
potent) Energy, but one (molt Hee 
ly) Will. They allow indeed of 
three Perſons in the Senſe hereafter 
declared ; but all theſe Perſons have 
but one Underſtanding, one Wil, 
one Energy in Number. Having 
laid this honelt and tound Founda- 
tion, they take a Latitude, and with- 


out quarrelling with, or cenſ{uring 
one 
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one another, in declaring what 1s to 
be meant by the three Perſons. : One 
faith, they- are only three Acts of 
God, - whereby he is denominated af- 
ter three {eyeral manners. On the 
account of his Creating, Redeem- 
ing, aud SanQifying Mankind, ke is 
called three Perfons : for (lay theſe 
Gentlemen) a Creator 1s a Perſon, 
2a Redeerner is a Perſon, a Sanctifer 
is a Perſon, If you teply, true; but 
one Perſon may pertorm all theſe 
Acts, and ſuſtain all theic Denomi- 
nations: they an{wer,you have right- 
ly underſtocd them, for they intend 
not to ſay, there are three (Divine) 
phyſical or ſubſiſting Perſons, but 
three Perions in a Critical or Claſ- 
fica! (Cor if you will, Metaphylical) 
tenſe of the word Perſons. For in- 
ftance, three ſuch Perſons as one 


Man, who happens to be a King, a 


Husband, and a Father, may be ſaid 
tobe. Every Body knows who 1s 
that Learned Profeſſor that preached 
this Trinity, firſt in three Sermons to 
the Univertity of Oxford, with great 
applauſe z- afterwards maintained it 
wicthno leſs Approbation among the 
. London Divines, in divers Letters by 
him” publiſhed. The Secintans, not 
Only never denied three ſuch Perſons 
in God, or ſuch a Trinity, but as 
willingly avow it, as this Profeſſor 
himfel?, his Learned Auditory at Ox- 
ford,or his Admirers at Lonaon, Why 
are we Hereticks, while he 15 not only 
confelt to be Orthodox, and Catho- 
lick, but is efticemed as (a worthy 
2nd deſerving) Apolegsſt - for the 
Fanh f Why. may not the Author of 


the. Brief Notes on the Creed of 
Athanaſius, or he of the Conſide- 
rations onthe. Explications and De» 
fences of - the Trinity, ſucceed to 
this Profeſſor in his Canonſhip, at 
Chriſt-Church? Ic cannot be de- 
nied, that could they but prevaricate, 
they might paſs for as Orthodox, and 
as found Trinitarians, as the ver 
oreatelt and bictereſt ot their Calum- 
niators : their Faith concerning, God 
is the ſame,both for Senſe andTerms; ' 
but the Profeſſor, though areal U- 
nitarian, and only .a Nominal Tri- 
nitarian,can aſperſe Socinu, they (on 
the contrary) ſce no reaſon to di- 
claim their Friends and Partiſans. 
Other Nominals ſoar high 3 they 
explain their T rinity after a very pe- 
culiar and ſurprizing manner, . The 
Father, ſay they, is the Fountain of 
the Deity, the Author and the Cauſe 
of the other two Perſons ; he:is orj= 


ginal Mind and Wiſdom : who from 


all Eternity moſt perfeCtly wnderftood 
himſelf and his own PerfeQtions, and 
alſo Willed (that is, Loved) himſelf 
in a moſt perfe& manner. No one 
will doubt (fay they) that God al- 
ways, or fromall Eternity, perfectly 
underitood himſelf : and *tis. Natu- 
ral and Connate to every Being, that 
hath Underſtanding, to Will. ( or 
Love) himſelf ; q1A«url« or. Self- 
love is an Aﬀection naturally ariſing 
in intelleCtual Beings ; *tis the firlt 
AﬀeQtion of ſuch Beings,” and ad- 
heres inſeparably to them. But ſceing 
whatſoever underſtandeth, doth un- 
derſiand by conceiving within it ſelf 
an Image of the thing underſtood ; 

therefore 


(9) 


therefore the Father (as hath been 
ſaid) underſtznding, himſelf from all 
Eternity, conceived within himſelf 
(from all Eternity) a moſt perfed /- 
mage of himielft. Which Image, be- 
caule thus conceived, and as it were 
generated by him, is called the Son ; 
Tis allocalled the Wiſdom of God, 
bis reflex Wiſdom, becauſe *tis the 
Wiſdom that reſulteth from the Fa- 
ther's underſtanding himſelf, and his 
own Perfe&tions, As God under- 
ſtandeth, he MW/leth alſo (or Loveth) 
himſelf : this ſecond Act, or God's 
Loving himſelf, is the Holy Spirit or 
third Perſon; as underſtanding him- 
ſelf (or the reflex Wiſdom of origi- 
nal Mind and Wiſdom) was the {e- 
cond Perſon of the Trinity. To un- 
derſtand one ſelf, and .co love (or 
will) one ſelf in created and hnite Be- 
ings, are but only Afts of the Under- 

anding and Will , but in God, we 
call them Perſons. Though nothing 
can be more ridiculous, than this ac- 
count of a Trinity ; yet to.parchaſc 
their quiet, the Socinians are con- 
tent to wear a ſirange, and odd 
Bade. For Peace-ſake, they will 
fay with our Holy Mother the 
Church, Underſtanding ( or reflex 
Wiſdom) is a Perſon, and Love ano- 
ther Perſon; and theſe two, with 0- 
riginal Wiſdom, (hall be called a Tri- 
nity. Indeed we could wiſh, that fo 
grave a Matron as the Church,would 
leave off Trifling : but ſeeing for the 
main of it, the thing is true; for 
"tis true, that the Father is original 
Mind or Wiſdom.,and he Underſtand- 
eth, and Willeth himfelf; we can 


bear with a little impropriety in 
ſpeaking of Things, The Church 
requires us to ſay, Father, Son and 
Spirit, Trinity, three Divine Perſons; 
but ſhe declares at the ſame time, 
that the meaning only is, God (or 
original Mind ) Underſftandeth ani 
Loveth himſelf : it would be hard it 
Sons ſhould contend with a Mother, 
about a few ( uncouth, or il-choſe) 
Terms and Words,on whichſhe (con- 
fefſed!y) puts a ſober meaning,a Senſe 
no way contrary to the Unity of God, 
or thar there is in truth but one /ab- 
fiſting Divine Perſon, 

Well, here are two Explications 
of the Trinity, by the Nominals. 
The firſt faith, the Trinity of Divine 
Perſons are the three external Atts of 
Creation, Redemption, and Sancti- 
fcation z or God conlidered as the 
Creator, the Redeemer, and San&ti- 
her of the World, or of Mankind. 
The other faith, the ſecond and third 
Perſons of the Trinity, are indeed 
three Acts of God, but they are #n- 
ternal AQts, even his Underitanding 
and Loving himſelf: So that the 
whole Trinity is original Mind (or 
the ſubſiſting Perlon of the Father) 
Knowing and Willing himſelf; fo 
theſe two Parties. But another Di- 
vition of the Nominals tell us, the 
Divine Perſons are not bare Acts of 
God, whether External or Internal, 
but they are three Attrebutes of 
God : Goodnets, Wiſdom, and Pow- 
er, ſay they, are that Trinity which 
the Church teaches ; and the teaches 
no other. But then, fay1, *cis evi- 
dent again, that the Church and the 

B SOCini- 


Socinians are well agreed; tor the 
latter, no leſs than the former, be- 
lieve this Trinityz and . the only 
Hereticks in theſe Queſtions, are the 
Real Trinitarians, who bclieve a 
Trinity of three really ſubſitting 
Perſons, three aiſtind® Spurits, 
three ( Almighty, All-knowing ) 
Beings.. 

But they are not very many, tho 
they are Learned Men, that ſpeak at- 
ter theſe manners : the School-men, 
and the Divines that follow them,and 
who more properly are the Nominal 
Party, deliver themſelves in other 
Terms; though in the main, in what 
truly gives to them the Name of 
Nominal Trinitarians, all the Divill- 
ons of them perte&ly agree. Becauſe 
we litigate in the Engliſh Tongue, 
and conteſt theſe Queſtions only with 
Engliſh Writers z it will be fit to re- 
preſent the Do&rine of the Schools, 
or the Party which (I ſaid) are more 
properly (it may , the Nominal 
Trinitarians, out of the late Books 
of Dr. $S--th againſt Dr. Sherlock, 
They teach, that God or the Trint- 
ty 15 one (Numerical ſelf-fame) Spl- 
ritual and Divine Subſtance, one 
Conly) Spirit, one (ſolitary) Being. 
And though he is three Perſons (by 
which, what they mean we (hall ſee 
preſently); there is in the whele 
Trinty but one Cintinite) Underſtand- 
ing, one (foveraigny Will, one (al- 
mighty) Energy-or Power of Action 
in Nzmber. This cne Divine sntet- 
letudl Stwft ance, or really ſubſiſting 
Perſon, is (at it were) diliinguiſhed 
aid! Uivetiificd by three © relatrve 


N 
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Modts,or relative Subſitences : which 
Subliltences or Modes are fo intirely 
Relative, that their very Subſiſtence 
is nothing elſe but their Relation ;; 
their Relation is not ſomewhat con- 
ſequent upon, or ſupervenient to 
their Subliltence, as in created Per- 
ions, but is one and the ſame with 
if, Theſe rclative Modes being 
three in Number, are the three Per- 
ſonalities of the Deity ; but the con- 
crete and abſtraft Terms (namely 
Perſonalities and Perſons) are but 
only different ways of expreſling the 
ſame thing. Aud therefore as we 
deſcribe the Perſonalities in the God- 
head, by Relations; relative Subſz- 
ftences, relative Modes, relative Pro- 
pertzes, or ſuch like; So we ſay alſo 
that every Perſon (as well as every 
Perſonality) in the Trinity #s wholly 
Relative ;, that is, that which makes 
the firſt Perſon in the Trinity to be 4 
Perſon, makes him to be a Father ; 
and what makes him to be a Father, 
makes him. to be a Perſon ; ſo that 
(as we have but now faid) both Per- 
{ons and Perſonalities in the Trinity 
are meerly Relations,” or relative Pro- 
pertics of the one (lelf-ſame) Divine 
Subtiance, Being, or Spirit. Thele 
three relative Modes, Relations, or 
relative Properties, in the Divine Sub- 
[tance or Godhead,are Innaſcibulity or 
Paternity, paſſive Generation,and paſ- 
ſrve $jiration;, in plainer Englith, to 
Beget, to be Begotten,and to Proceed 
or be Breathed : the tirſk maketh the 
Perſon of the Father, the other two 
make or conſtitute the Son and Holy 
Spirit. This is the Sum of what 

Doctor 
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Do&or S--th faith in his laſt Book, 
or Tritheiſm Charged, pag. 156,157. 
Mr. Hooker (Author of the Ecclett- 
aſtical Policy ) expreſſes this Do- 
rine, though not lo fully, yet more 
intelligibly to the Unlearned, in 
theſe words, & The Subſtance of 
« (God, with this property to be of 
& zone, doth make the Perſon of the 
« Father; the very (clt-ſlame Sub- 
& (tance in Number, with this pro- 
perty to be of the Father, maketh 
the Perſon of the Son; the ſame 
Subſtance having added to it the 
property of proceeding from the 0- 
ther two, maketh the Perſon of 
the Holy Ghoſt : So that in every 
Perſon there is implied both the 
& Subſtance of God, which is one, 
& andalſo that Property which cau- 
& {th the ſame Perſon [chat is to 
% ay, the Divine Subſtance with 
& one of the three Propetties before 
& (aid, as ſuppoſe the Property to be 
& of none] really and truly to differ 
« from the other two. That is, to 
differ from the Divine Subſtance con- 
fidered under the Properties to be of 
the Father, and to proceed from the 
Father and Son, Mr. Hooker then, 
as well as Dr. S--th, underttood the 
Do&rine of the SHools and Church 
concerning the Trinity, to be this. 
That ther is but one infinite intel- 
leual Divine' Subſtance #2 Number, 


which Subſtance is the Subject (it 


we may fo ſpeak) of ſundry Divine 
Attributes, fuch as O-mnnipotence, 
perfe& Goodneſs, conſummate Ho- 
line(s, and the reft : none of which 
Attributes is 'more than once in the 


Divine Subſtance or Godhead 3 there 
is in God but one Oinniſcience, one 
Omnipotence, one Holineſs, one 
Goodneſs in number ; as the Nature 
or Subſtance is but one in number, 
{o each Attribute is but once (not 
thrice) in the Nature, or Godhead. 
But then beſides theſe Attributes,there 
are alſo three Perſons inGod ; not ſub- 
ſiting Perſons, tor that would plain- 
ly make three Beings, three Spirits, 
and three Gods but three ſuch Per- 
ſons as in very Deed are but fo ma- 
ny Properties, or Modes, or if you 
will give them any the like Name. 
Such Properties as Grammarians and 
Claffical Authors (and after them, 
Metaphylicians) call Perſons : for ac- 
cording to then, a Father is. a Per- 
ſon, a Son is a Perſon, a Sanctifier 
is a Perſon 3 and whoſoever ſuſtains 
theſe three Relations (or any other the 
like) is by them called three Perſons. 
Thus, for example, 24. Tallims,—ac- 
knowledges inevery Man no lefs than 
four Perſons ; namely, firſt, The ra- 
tional Nature, by which we differ 
from Brutes ; next, the particular 
Properties (of Body andMind) which 
diltinguiſh one rational Nature (or 
Man) from another 3 thirdly, the 
circumſtance, or 21anner of Life of 
each Man, as that he is a Rich Man 
or a Poor ; laſtly, The Profeſſion that 
any one takes up, as to be a Civili- 
an, a Profeſſor in Philoſophy, a 
Pleader, a Poet, or Writer to the 
Stage. De Officits;, 1. 2. c. 30, 32. 
A Peron then in grammatical, criti- 
cal ſpeaking, is not a ſubſiſting. Bee 
ing ;, but ſome either (characteri- 
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ting) Ptoperty, or forme Relation,'or 
State, of a ſublilting intelle@ual Be- 
ing: and it is of Perions, _—_ /o 
called, that the Church: would be 
underſtood, when (he fays, there are 
three Perſons in God 3/ ſhe doth not 
mean three fubſiſting Perſons, or Per- 
{ons who are called Perſons, becauſe 


they are {0:many intellectual Beings.. 


Dr, $--th very well underſtood: the 
Doctrine of the Schools, when he 
notes ; that the three Divine Per- 
fons are three relative Subſitences, 
but' ſo (faith he) that their Subſs- 
ftexce is nothing elie but their Relatt» 
on; that 15, they are meer States, 
AModes,or Relations,which (in a ſenſe) 
Sabfift: in the Divine Subſtance, Na- 
ture, or-Godhead. Which indeed is 
to ſay, God is three Perſons, as any 
particular: Man may be three Per- 
tons: for the fame Man may be a 
Father, a-Son, and may proceed from 
two - others 3-/ namely, from Fa- 
ther-and Mother. And though this 
is not the very manner of God's be- 
ing three Perſons; yet the ternary 
Perſonality in God is founded on the 
fame Notion and Conception of - the 
word Perſons : and that Conception 
nc more deſtroys his real Unity,whe- 
ther- as. a Being, as a Spirif,. or as 
God; than that three-fold Perſonali- 
ty in a Man, 'makes him to bemore 
than cone. Man,. or than one ſubſuſt ing 
Perſon; The ſhort is,. according to 
theſe Gentlemen, God is but one. ſub- 
ſifting (on real Perſon: . but this one: 
(phyfcal) Perſon having three (in 
ternal). Relations, . is thereby three, 


relative: Penſave\} threes lueh Perſons 


as-one Man (or one Ang, !') wii aps 


pens to. have three Relations, is, 


The three relative Perſons. u0 more 
contradict the Unity of God, than 
the theeetold Relation of Solomon, 
namelys;ras Son of David, as Fa- 
ther. of. Rehoboam, and as preceed- 
ing from David-and Bathſbeba, con- 
tradicts his being but.one. Man, or 
one ſubſeſting and phyſical Perſon. 

It is well known, what Judgment: 
the Real Unitarians make ofthis Ex- 
plication of the Trinity. Mr. How 
(becauſe he delights to be-civil) con- 
tents himſelf to fay - the Real Tri- 
nitarians' will judg, it is not Senſe 3 
View of the Conſiderations, pag. 50. 
The Biſhop of Glec. thinks it can 
have little better Succeſs, than only. 
to make ſport for the Socinians ; fo 
he concludes his 28 Propoſitions in 
his 2d Defence of them. But Dr. 
Cudworth cries, tis the Philoſophy of 
Gotham.. Nay, Mr. How himſelf, 
though out of regard to ſo great a 
Party as. the Nominal Trinitarians 
are, he will only fay of their Expli- 
cation,. tz not Senſe ;,. yet he reckons 
P. Lombard, the ſuppoſed Parent of 
this Explication of the Trinity, oze. 
of the four Evangeliſts of - Anti- 
Chriſt. Dr. Bull alſo, and the Learned 
Author- (Mr. F, B.) of: the Auſwer. 
to Dr. S--th*'s Animadverſions on Dr, 
Sherlock, ſay. a great many bitter: 
things of the Divines of the Schools, 
by. occalion of .this (ſenſele(s) Ex- 
plication of . the. Trinity, . Theſe 
Gentlemen cannot bear it, that the. 
ſame. intelleftual Subſt ance: in num- 


ber,., which js but.. only to. lay. the 


ſame 
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fame nimerical Per {on;ſhould be raade 
to be three Porion3, becauſe of three 
(pretended) internal Relations, Ir 4 
threefald Relation to himſelf, waich 
he is (abſurdly) icigned to tuſtain, 
They confeſs, tizat the fame mitcl- 
letual Subltance, or ſubſiſting Per- 
ſon, may be a Father, and Son, anc 
may proceed from another,or others ; 
but then theſe mutt be external, not 
internal Relations; that is, he can- 
not be Father aud Son to himſelf, as 
is implied in the Scholaſtick Explt- 
cation, becauſe it ſuppoſes this Fa- 
ther, Son, and Proceeder, are really 
but one ſubſiting (or paylical) Per- 
ſon, though they are three (and may 
be 300) Critical or Metaphyſical Per- 
ſons. If the Schools and Nominals 
faid, God is three Perſons, becaule of 
thiee external Relations, that is, three 
Relations to his Creatures: this 
might be underſtood, becaule the 
{ame Man may have three Relations 
to others, and is (on that account) 
called by Claſſical Writers three Per- 
ſons, though now, and zz the Engliſb 
Tongue that Senſe of the word Per- 
ſons is quite out of Ulie, But to 
talk of three internal Relations, or 
that the ſame intelleQual Subltance 
(which isto ſay. the fame tubfilting 
or phyſical Perſon) is Undegotten,and 
Begotten, is of none, and yet pro- 
ceeds from two to wake him a Fa- 
ther and a Son, wacn' there 1s none 
but himſelf to whom he is either way 
ſo related : it is ſuch pitious Trifling, 
as utterly deſtroys the Patience of the 
Realiſts that hear it ;, white others 
think. that the. Philoſopher, who 1s 


P- 62, 63. has theſe words, 
£5 


laid never to have laughed but once,. 
might even have done it a ſecond 
Timeon this ocalion., In very Deed, 
our Brother $--tb has need of all his 
Tales and Helps, his Leiſure, Learn- 
ing, Vit, Courage, the Council of 
Lateran, and all the Afoderns, to de 
fend him again(t the inſults of the 
Realitis ; who have here fo manite( 
an Advantage, and are (for the moſt 
part) Men to able to take and ma- 
nage it, that he will tind at length, 
he has-no way to reſcue his Explica- 
tion or himſelf, but: by Recrimina- 
ting ; that is, by ſewing the as 
great Abfurdity, and plain Impoſ- 
bbility of the Explication of thc 
Trinity by the Realitis, | 
It may be worth while to inquire 
here, Whether the Nominals do not 
Know, Or arenot aware, that in very 
deed they are Unitarians, or (as ſome 
call us) Sccinians ? 1 am of Opinion 
they arelenfible of it,and1 ground my 
ſelf on the expreſs words of ſome of 
them, and thoſe too the moſt eſteem- 
ed: For example, Dr. F. Walls,and 
Dr. S--th intimate plainly enough ; 
that the Socinian DoEtrine and theirs; 
is the ſame. Dr. Wallis anſwering 
to a Socinian, in his 3d Letter or 
Vindication of the Athanaſian Creed, 
© That 
which makes thele Expreflions 
** [Che means the Terms ufed by Tri- 
** nitarians, eſpecially this, God 75 
* three Perſons, or three Perſons arg 
* oneGod] ſeem har(lt to rbe Svcs. 
* mans, 15, becaule- they have uſed 
© themtclves to tancy thatNouon or- 
** ly. of the-word Perſonaccording to 
6 vzhich 
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& which three Men'are accounted to 
© be three Perſons, and thele three 
© Perſons to be three Men, But 
© they may confider there 'is anv- 
& ther Notion of the word Perſon, 
© and jn'coinmon ule too, wherein 
© the ſame an may be ſaid to 
& ſuſtain divers Perſons, and thoſe 
& Perſons to be the ſame Man, that 
*© is, the ſame Man ſuſtaining divers 
& Capacities, And then it will 
& ſeem no more harſh to fay, th+ 
& three Perſons, Father, Son, an-. 
* Holy Ghoſt, are one God 3 than 
©& to ſay, God the Creator, God ine 
© Redeemer, and God the SanCti- 
* tier, is one God: which I ſup- 
<« pole, even fo this Anſwerer [he 
© means the Socinian,to whom he is 
© there anſwering] would not ſeem 
& barſh,or be thought nonſenſe, Here 
he faith theſe two things3 1. That 
three Perſons when affirmed of God, 
are not ro be taken as when we ſay, 
three Men are three Perſons ;, but in 
that ſenſe, wherein the ſame Man 1s 
commonly (he means by Gramma. 
rians and Claflical Authors) called 
three Perſcns, becaufe he hath three 
Capacities ; as (ſuppoſe) of a King, 
an Husband, and a Father. This is 
the Senſe, in which God is faid to be 
a Trinity, or three Perſons : he hath 
theſe three Capacities, of Creator, 
Redeemer, and $inQiterz and in 
that regard (or ſenſe) is laid to- be 
three Perſons, 2. That to a Socini- 
an, this account not only will not be 
Non-ſerſe, but not t6 much as harſh 
or uncouth., No one can deny, 
that the Door well perceived, that 


the Socinian Dodtrine and his were 


indeed "the fame : a Socinian, he ſays, 


would not be offended at this Ex- 
plication' of a Trinity of Perſons , 
Peron here not being intended for « 
ſubſiſting Perſon, 2s a particular Man 
is, but for a Capacity only of a really 
ſubfiſting Perſon. And whereas the 
Socinian Author of the Con{iderati- 
ons on the Explications of the Trini- 
ty bad ſaid; it Dr. S--th and the 
Norainal Party believe but one Di- 
vine Subſtance in Number, which 
aath one only Underttanding, one 
Will, one Energy or power of Acti- 
on in Number, he is a Socinian or 
Unitarian ; for in very Deed, this is 
but one (really) ſubſe/ting Perſon : 
Dr. S--tb nothing abatl/d, with his 
uſual dexterity and preſence of Mind, 
anſwers to this effect 3 That © fo he 
& believes, and ſo the Church be- 
*© lieves, and that *tis a good hear- 
& ing, that the Socinians are come 
« over to him, and to the Church, 
& or fall in with him,and the Church. 
I :annot at preſent find the particu- 
lar page of Tritb:iſm chargra, where 
this is ſaid, not havi;:s made a 
mark againſ? thoſe Lines ; but I xe- 
member well, that I report rightly 
the Senſe of the Pafſige, His words 
need no Comrnent, they are a plain 
acknowledgment that (by that way 
of expreſſing themſelves) the Soci- 
nians fail in with the Church, and 
with him. But whereas he faith, they 
fall in with the Church, as the 'So- 
Cinians are content, that in Honour 
to the Church it be fo faid : fo the 
Engliſh Unutarians (or as they call 

us 


o 
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as, Socinians) claim it as their right ; 
to be owned the tirlt Difcoverers,that 
all the Heats between the Church and 
the Socinians, have aroſe from this 
only, that they mittook one anothers 
true meaning, by occalion of the 
canting un-ſcriptural Terms, Trinity, 
Perſons (and (uch like) uted by the 
Church. 

For it is moſt true, that tho for 
Peace-ſake we ſubmic to the Language 
of the Church, as*is interpreted by 
the Nominals; yet the Church's 
Terms are very improper : for the 
{ſame lingle numerical ſubſiſting Per- 
ſon (as the Church and the Socini- 
ans believe God to be) 15 not zowin 
any Language called three Perlons, 
by occation of three Relations, Modes, 
or Properties adhering to him ; tho 
Tis contefled, the-(Roman) Clathcal 
Authors ſo ſpake, 

But whereas the Nominals, or 
the Church, tince the Council of 
Lateran, that they may ſeem not to 
have departed from the Fathers, till 
talk of Trinity, Paternity, Genera- 
tion, P-ocetſion, Hypoliatical Uni- 
on, Father, Son, and Spirit; on 
which (as we have ſcen) they put 
ſuch a meanitig, even thole of them 
that ſpeak moti Har{tly and Impro- 


perly, a5no ways deitzoys the Unity 


of God, or that he is vut one phy- 
ſfical nd ſubſifting Perſon , and heie- 
upon the Kealiſts intulc rhem, as Peo- 
ple that know not, or at belt heed not 
what they ſay: the Socinians think 


Ptis event nece flary, nay, a due Jullice, . 
to:hive more regard and rcipeCt for - 


theſe their weak Brethren, Fliilt, 


We conliger 3 that after all the 42s. 
proper Terms, impertinent Language, 
and an{ignificant, and. {ometimes 
aangerow Words, uled by the Nos 
minalsz all the Denominations of 
ther agree at length, in this Sound 
and Orthodox Explication and Con- 
clution, that there is but one Divine 
intelle&ual Subſtance, but one inh- 
nice Spirit, but. one ſ«bſiſting Perſon 
of God. Secondly, The Nominals 
chooſe indeed to ſpeak ( almotlt, a 
Realiſt would fay altogether) NVon- 
ſenſically, and to retain the dange- 
rous Tritheijiical Terms of the Fa- 
thers, Trancty, &c, but this was, 
that they might reſtore the true Faith 
and genuine Chriſtianity, without 
Noiſe and- 'Tumult : the School- 
Divines, and Council at Zateran, re- 
formed the .corrapted Doctrine of 
the Church,by only interpreting (fſo- 
berly and dextrouſly) the Language 
and Terms, which. their Tritheiftick 
Predeceſiours had brought inte the 
Church, into her very Liturgies, and 
Creeds.—So many Councils, ſo ma- 
ny Fathers, and from them ſo ma-- 
ny Nations had affirmed a Trinity of 
Divine Perſons that to oppole this 
Doctrine, would have begot endleſs 
Strifes, bitter Contentions and Per- 
iecutions: ard after all, probably 
the Reformers would have come off 
no better than the Socinians have 
done. that is, with all the clear 
Huth they have of their ide, and 
all their Dexterity and Wit in ma- 
naging It, being over-powered by 
the numbers of the contrary Herd, 


they ſhould have been anſwered with 
Peat: 
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Penal Laws, and Sanguinary Profe- 
cutions of thoſe Laws, They took 
therefore a Courſe that would do 
their Buſineſs, unperceived by the 
moſt ; and when perceived by ſome 
few, it would not be hard to convict 
them of Tritheiſm, and expl2de 
them as Tritheifts 3 and (o de fatto 
they ſerved Abbat Joachim. And 
then getting their Explication (of 


the Trinity) confirmed by the Coun- 
cil of Lateran, they happily re. 
ltored the publick Profethion (and 
Faith) of the Unity of God, by an 
Authority which none dares to con» 
tradict : for a General Council (as 
was before noted) is the higheli 
Court of the Church 3 that laſt Tri- 
bunal (on Earth) from which there 
lies no Appeal. 


— G_ 
 — 


Of the Noetians and Sabellians. 


HERE is yet another Branch of 
Nominal Trinitarians, more 
antient far than thoſe yet mentioned ; 
for about the Year of Chrilt 200, 
the Noetians, and but a little after 
them the SabeÞians arole : both theſe 
ſaid, there is but one Divine Sub- 
ſtance, Efſence or Nature , and as 
the Subſtance cf the Father, Son 
and Spirit, is numerically One, fo 
conſequently (ſaid they) there is but 
ene Perſon of God ; Father, Son 
and Spirit, are but only three Names 
of God, given to him in Scripture, 
by occation of to many ſeveral Di- 
fpenſations towards the Creature. 
For in regard of the Creation, God 
is called the Father : heis named 
the Sor, as he wrought Miracles 
and accompliſhed the whole Work 
of Man's Redemption, by the Lord 
Chritt, in whom he dwelt ater a pe- 
culiar and extraordinary manner 3 
and who irideed was the $on of God, 
by miraculous Conception in. the 


Womb of Holy Mary : He has the 


Name of the Holy Ghoſt or Holy 
Spirit, from his omnipotent Energy 
or Power, by which he effeReth all 
things. In a word, ;the Noetians 
and Sabellians held, that God is but 
one ſubſifting Perſon ;, yet that with 
reſpect to things withoutHim,he may 
be called (as the Modern Nominals 
now ſpeak) three Relative Perſons : 
the one ſubſifting Perſon of God 
ſaſtaineth the rhree Names of Father, 
Son and Spirit ; which being the 
Relations of God towards things 
without him, he is ſo many Relative 
Perſons, or Perſons in a Claſſical cri- 
tical Senſe. 

And this too 1s the Explication of 
the Trinity, by that Party in the hitt 
Nicene Connal, who contrived the 
word Homo-uſios, or Conſubſt antial , 
by which they meant, that the three 
Divine Perſons have all the ſame Sub- 
ſtance : and this is the Party, which 
after the breaking up of that famous 
Counci), and upon the ſudden Pre- 
valence of the Atian Faction, were 

perſecuted 


Led 


—_— 


(17) 


ecuted by the Arians 3 and wete ſubſiing Perſon, not a relative Per- 
confidered by all others as the true ſor, a Reſpett or a Name only, And 


Nicene Party, till about the Year of 
Chriſt 380, the Realzts obtained 
that it ſhould be ſaid,that God is tres 
Hypoſt aſes, three ſubſifting Perſons. 
Indeed there are ſeveral Comma's in 
the Nicene Creed, very hardly re- 
concilable to the Sabellian Doctrine : 
but as there were three powerful, 
and almoſt equal Parties in the NN- 
cene Council, the Arian Party, the 
Realiſts, and the Sabellians ; the lat- 
ter thought it enough, if they could 
procure Home-uſios (confubttantial) 
to be inſerted into the Creed. For 
that ambiguous Word may be in- 
terpreted in favour of all thoſe Par- 
ties, It may be interpreted the ſame 
Subſtance, the very ſanie, or ſame 
in Number, and (o it eſtabliſhes the 
Sabellian Doctrine ; or the ſame in 
Kind and all Properties, and (o it 
countenances the Realiſts ;, or it may 
be underſtood of like Sabſtance, and 
ſo it pleafes the Ariani molles, the mo- 
derate Arians : tho the rigid Arians 
in the Council would: by no means 
admit of it; they rather choſe to 
loſe their Biſhopricks, But when 
the Council was broke up, it was 
perceived by the other Parties, that 
the zealous Aﬀertors of Foamo-eſtos 
(of the ſame] Subſtance) were all 
of them Sabellians; believed that 
God is but one ſubſiſting Perſon, 
and therefore deſtroyed the real Exi- 
Pence of the Son, whom the Arians 
as well as the Realiſts took to be 4 


as the Arians diſcovered, , that the 
Homo-uſtans were indeed Sabelli- 
ans ; fo thele latter charged the Ari- 
ans and Realiſts as guilty of a m2ni- 
felt Tricheiſm, becauſe they fo inter- 
preted Homo. uſios, as to make Fa- 
ther, Son and Spirit, to be diltin&, 
intellectual Subſtances, or ſubſicting 


Perſons, Let us hear their own Hi. 
ſtorian, Socrates, L, 1. c. 23. © Af. 
& 


ter the Cauncil, the Biſhops 
wrangled about the word Homo- 
nſi0s, Thoſe that were for it, 
were cen{ured by the contrary Par- 
ty, as Sabellians ; and were cal- 
led Impiows, becauſe they deſtroyed 
the real Exiſtence of the Son. 
Thoſe that were againli it, were 
condemned by ſuch as were for 
it, as reviving Gentiliſm, or the 
& belief of more Gods, And. this 
Truth, that Sabellianiſm was then 
taken to be the Nicene Doctrine, or 
the ſame with the Dottrine of Con- 
ſubſt antiality, is owned by the Lear- 
ned Critick H. Yaleſius, in his Notes 
on Socrates, L.1. c. 24, For where- 
as the Hiſtorian faith, That Cyrus 
Biſhop of Berea was depoſed, for 
holding the Sabellian Do@rine : Va- 


c& 
cc 
cc 


 lefius notes hereupon,in theſe words ; 


that is, for the Daftrine of the Con- 
ſubſtantiality, or the Doctrine of 
the Nicene Council, which Council 
brought in the Homo-»ſsotes,or Con« 
ſubſtantiality. 
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The Sum of what has been ſid, concerning the Nominals, 


HESE at length are the Diviſt- 

ons of the Nominals. They all 
agrce, that the three Perions of God 
axe not ſubſiſting Perſons ;, they are 
not ſo many dilinc Lives, Under. 
ſtandings, Wills, or Energies, which 
(together with a particular Subſtance) 
make 4 ſubſiſting Perſon, and if they 
are more than one, they inake ſo ma- 
z3.phylical real or ſublilting Perfons : 
no, they are Perſons in a quite dit- 
zerent Senſe, from that vulgar accep- 
tation of. the word Perſons, They 
are either three Attributes of God x 
Goodnels, Wiſdom, and Power, Oc 
zbree. external, Afts;, Creation, Re- 
d&mption, and Sandtification. Or 
2w0, internal Aits. of the ſubſiſting 
Perſon of the Father ; that is to lay, 
the Father Underſtanding, and Wil- 
ing himſelt and his own PerteCti- 
ons.. Or three internal Relations ;, 
that is, three Relations of God to 
himfelt; namely, the Divine Sub- 
tance or Godhead, conlidered- as Un- 
begotten, Begatten,and Procecding, 
Or.tbree Names of Gad, aſcribed to 
him. by the Holy Scriptures , - be- 
caule he. is: tbe Father of all things, 
by Creation 3 and becaule he did [n- 
habit and Operate (after an extra2r- 
dinary agd miraculons manner) in 
the Perſon. of the Man Chrilt Jeſs, 
who was verily the Son of God by 
his wonderful manner of Concepti- 


2n-;5”and (laſt of.all) becauſe he et- 


tc&tcth all things (more eſpecially, 
our Sanctihcation ) by his Spurit, 
whichis to lay, his Energy or Power. 

Every one fees, thele are | very 
crude Conceits to be dignihed with 
the Name of Ayfteries : but withal 
the Reader is to know, that the My 


ftery is till behind. For the Myſte- 


ry lies not here, that ue ſubſiſting 
Perſon is made to be three Relative 
Perſons, or three N.umes, or three 
Attributes, or that God is called 
Father becauſe he Created all things, 
Son becauſe he Inhabited and Opera- 
ted in the Son aur Lord Chritt, or 
Spirit. becauſe he is that Almighty 
Energy which effected all things : fox 
all this, though very haiſh and im 
p:oper, is yet intelligible ; and the 
manner of ſpeaking in Antient 
Times, did warrant ſuch ways of 
expreſſing themſelves, as may be 
{een in the Claſſical Authors, both 
Romans and Greeks. But it is 
Myſtery, becauſe (or, as) when you 
apply auy of theſe Explicatious of 
the Trinity, to the Incarnation, the 
Hypoſtatical Union, or the Satisfa» 
&ionz "tis next to impollible, to 
make any degree of Senſe of it : for 
how can we lay that an Attribute, or 
a Property, or @ ae, or to be Be- 
gotten, or any fuch like was Inggre 
vate, or Satisfied tor Sin? as allo 
becauſe the Terms Generation ,and 
Proceſſion cannot, without moſt re- 
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mote and ridiculous Subtleties, be 
applied to three Attributes z or .to 


Undertianding, and Willing ones 


ſelf; or to: the tame Unbegatten, 
and 'unproceeding Subſtance ; or to 


Creation and Redemption and/Sau-, 


Eitication. In ſhort, our poor Bre- 
thren the Nominals are here purely 


.conſtrained and forced to call their 


Doctrine Myſtery; becaule itis fo 
hard to:find a way, -to reconcile it to 
the ordmary Forms of ſpeaking, that 
5s, to. common Senſe, Therefore here 
the Realilis glory over them 3 here 
they have an awple Field, far Wit 
and Sarca\m to parade'in : here they 
ask che Nominals an; hundred .malc- 
volent pleaſant Queltions 3. to which 


they anſwer, by objecting Profanets 


to the Qaeſtioniſts, and by.the ſeri- 
ous word Myltery, Moreover they 
(the Nominals) comfort themſelves, 
that the whole Myſtery ( or Abſur- 
dity) of their Do&rine, confitts only 
in the Terms [[Trimty, &c. | which 
they are forced to retainy to preſerve 
the Church's Peace ;- net 5n the Senſe, 
or thing intended + for the meaning 


and Sum of their Doctrine, as they 
explain it, 15; there is but one Di- 
vine ſabſiſting Perſon , not more 
ſuch Perions, for that were to. {ay 
more Goas, 

Beſides, after all the dry Bobs of 
the Realiits, on the Nominals ; them- 
{elves muſi take their turn of being 
jeered. For when their Explicati- 
ons come to be examined 3 and their 
Contradicions to, and Condemna- 
tions of one another as Tritheilts, are 
conlidered : the Nominals will ſeem 
to be profound Philoſophers, deep 
Sages, ja compariſon with theſe their 
Oppoſers; and theſe Oppoſers (the 
Realifts) ſuch awkward, uncouth 
Raſlticks, that a great deal of Cha- 
rity or Diſcretion mult be uſed with- 
in ones ſelf, to be civil to them. 
But I ſhall not conſider their Perſons 
or Doctrine, as the Nominals do ; 
neither with Railery, nor Anger, as 
the manner now is ; but only as 
defirous to convince them, that they 
have as cauſleſly departed from the 
DoGtrine of the Church, as dan- 
geroully, 


Of the Realiſts : that they are divided, into two Faitions ; which 
condemn each the other, of manifeſt Tritheiſm. | 


_—_ E firſt Obſervation, to be 
made on the Real Trinitarians, 
ts; not only that (as has beeg faid) 
they ſtand Condemned and Anathe- 


 matiz*'d as Hereticks, .by a General 
- Council, and by all the Moderns, 
who are more, and moze Learned 


than the Fathers; or that they are 
every day challeng'd and impeached 
of Tritheiſm, by Learned Men of the 
Nominal Party, and Appeals made 
to Univerlicties, and the Divinity- 
Chairs, againſt them: But * they 
« themſclyes being divid:4 among 
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& themſelves, cenſure one. another 
&. 25 manifeſt 'Tritheifts. , They are 
divided into many Parties, but. all 
thoſe Parties are again bandied into 
two principal Factions ; that can 
never be reconciled; to one another. 

One of theſe Factions faith, that 
the three Divine Perſons are every 
way equal : namely, Co-eternal, a- 
like Omnipotent, Omniſcient, and 
Omnipreſent, Molt of the Fathers, 
after the Year 380, were of this Per- 
ſwaſion : becauſe they plainly ſaw, 
that to aſcribe any Perfection, or 
degree of that PerfeCtion, to the Fa- 
ther, more than to the Son or Spi- 
rity is to ſay in effe&t; that the Fa- 
ther only is true God, not the Son 
or Spirit, becauſe whoſoever hath 
not omnimodous PerfeCtion, cannot 
be God. / And tor this reaſon, they 
affix, and earneſily contend 3 That 
& any one of the three Divine Per- 
& (ons, is equal to all the Three ; 
& the whole Trinity 15 not greater, 
& or more perfectly God, than any 
« one of the Trinity is. Surely a 
ſirange Paradox, that one. Third 
ſhould be Equal, or Equivalent to 
the Whole. Yet the Modern Rea- 
lifts, the moſt .hold this Opinion, as 
well as the Antients did. | 

But the more Leained -and Ableſt 
of the Moderns, detcli fo much as 
the Mention of three Equal Divine 
Perſons : for what are three Gods, 
ſay they, if three equally Superemi- 
nent and All-ſufficient (/ubfi/ting) 
Perſons are not three Gods ? It they 
are Equal in Dignity and Power, as 
well as Co-cternal 3 we can poſſibly 


have no other Notion of three Gods, 
but three ſuch Perſons, Therefore 
theſe Gentlemen ſuppoſe, that the 
Son and Spirit are inferiour to: the 
Father in all things z but only this, 
that they. are Co-ecternal with him : 
they are Subordinate to him, Depen- 
dent on him z and are Omnipotent 
(and the reli of the Divine Attributes) 
not ad intra, or of themſelves, but 
only as he concurs with them to all 
their Actions, Epiſcopina (Inſlit, 1.4. 
c. 32.) and Dr. Cudworth (Intellec. 
Syſtem, pay, 603,604.) largely defend 
this Opinion ; and condemn thoſe 
of undeniable Þritheilm, who make 
the Son and Spirit to be equal ro the 
Father, Bat to know the Writers, 
who belicve the equality of the Son 
and Spirit with the Father, from 
thoſe that deny it ;, this Rule moſk 
commonly will ferve. [They that fay 
the Son is «vTY&(G- (God of bimſelf, 
and Independent) generally hold the 
abſolute Equality of all the three Per- 
ſons 3 and that one Perſon of the 
Trinity, is equal: to the whole Tri- 
nity: for if he were not, they plain- 
ly fee, he could not be perfe God 
for ſomething would be wanting to 


him, that is found in the whole Tri- 


nity. ' But thoſe that deny auThr:G-, 
do (more commonly) make the Son 
and Spirit ſubordinate to the Father 3 
not only in Dignity, but in all o- 
ther Reſpects: but theſe, though 
they ground then:(clves on the Au- 
thority of the Nicene Creed (which 
in dire oppotition to «&vTY,%&(66>, or 
God of himſelf, atfrms, the Son is 
God of God, that is, God of, or from 
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the Father) ſeldom care to ſpeak 
nlain, that they may avoid giving 
Offence. 

Let us conſider the Arguments, 
with which theſe two Factions of 
Realiſts attack one another : and what 
effectual uſe the Nominals make of 


thoſe very Arguments, to ridicule 
and deſtroy both Parties, and their 
common Principle or Foundation, 
namely this ; that the Divine Perſons 
are ſubſiſting Perſons, not Perſons, 
but only critically fo called. 


—__ 


By what Arguments the Parties of Realiſts, attack and oppoſe 
each the other ; and what (effeftual) Uſe, the Nominals make 


of thu Contention. 


| Is fay. they who affirm the 
Equality ; if the Son and Spirit 
are Subordinate in Dignity and Au- 
thority, and inferior in Power and 
other Divine Attributes : it ſeems 
ſelf-evident, that either the Father 
only muſt be ſaid to be truly God, 
becauſe he only hath omnimodous 
Perfe&ion, and in the higheſt De- 
gree ; or that there is one Great God, 
and two Inferior or lefler ones. To 
this, they that maintain the Inequa- 
lity of | the three Perſons, anſwer ; 
by retorting the Argument, thus : If 
the Divine Perſons are equal, then 
there are three Ommipotents, and three 
Omniſcients ;,, which is the very No- 
tion of three Gods, and is denied in 
terminis (or expreſly) by the Atha- 
naſian Creed, which faith, not three 
Almighties, but one Almighty, &c. 
But was it ever heard, fince the 
Creation of things, ſay (the common 
Enemy to both) the Nominals ; that 
two contending erroneous Parties, 
did more effectually ruin one ano- 
ther's common Miftake ? For as 'cis 


ſelf-evident on the one Hand, that it 
being the very Definition of God 
(the Notion that all Men have of 
him) that he is a Being Omnimo- 
douſly (or abſolutely) Perfect ; therc- 
fore if the Son or Spirit want ſome 
Perfections, or ſome degree of Per- 
fection, neither of them can be God, 
but the Father only : So on the 0- 
ther hand, ?tis no leſs inconteſiable 
that three Diſtin&, and (really) ſub- 
ſiting Perſons, each of which poſ- 
{efles all Perfedtions, and every de- 
gree of thoſe PerfeQions, mult (of 
neceſſity) be three Gods. Why do 
not theſe unhappy Men, fay the No- 
minals, ſee ; that three Almighties, 
and three Omniſcients, are moſt cer- 
tainly three Gods : and that on the 
contrary, it only one of them is (in- 
ternally and verily) Almighty, as 
well as Superiour in Dignity to the 
other two he only is true God, 
they are Gods only by Comr:efy and 
Civility of Speech? Do not the two 
contrary Arguments of theſe un- 
lucky Realoners, make a Dilemma 3 

that 


BY. 


tnat overthrows their common Foune' 


dation, even this, that the Perſons of 
the Trinity are ſubſiſting Perſons ? 
Have they not thown us, how to 
argue ſuccesfully againti-them both 3 
for we learn from themſelves, - to 
fay : either the (imagined) ſubſeF- 
ng Perſons of their Trinity are equal, 
or not equal ; if equal, they muſt 
be three Gods, becauſe nothing is 
wanting to any of thera toward making 
him a perfe&t God, it unequal, only 
one of them is properly and truly 
God, the other two.by Civility and 
Courtely only 3 they may be Gods to 
thoſe that have a mind to compli- 
ment, but wanting ſome Perfections, 
or ſome Degrees of Perfection, nei- 
ther of them can be God in a The- 
ological or Philoſophical Senſe. But 
the Pleaſure and Sport of the Nomi- 
nls increaſes, when the Realilis {eek 
to extricate thernſelves from theſe 
Noozes. For example. 

The Realifts that are for the Equa- 
lity, fay 3' Father, Son, and Spirit, 
though omnimodoufly Perfect (and 
ſubliſting) Perſons, are one God, by 
their mutual Concord and Agree- 
ment : So alſo Origen, and other 
Antenicenes, make out the Unity of 
God in a Ternary of Perſons; tho 
they did not believe the Equality, 
To this, the Nominals anſwer ; the 
(ſuppoſed) Divine ſubſiſting Perſons 
are hereby loving Friends ;, which is 
a good Hearing, for ſhould three At- 
mpbtes fall out, what would. the 
World do? but if they are not only 
giſtinft, but ſubſiſting Perſons, they 
are as wuch three Gods, in a proper 


and natural Senſe, as if they wee 
never {o much at odas ; Concord doth 
not make a Real or Phytical Unity, 
which is the Unity of God, but on- 
ly a Moral Unity, or ſuch as is be- 
tween Friends or Allies, 

Other Realiſts, almoſt all the Mo- 
derns, fee, and confeſs this; there- 
fore they tay, their Guds are one ; 
becauſe they ere in one another, But 


ſay the Nominals, God is in his 


Creatures, more eſpecially 'in the 
Faithful, and they in him ; as our 
Saviour himſelf witneſſes: are they 
thereby all but one God ? is the 
Creature deified by being in God,. 
and he in us ? 

No, no, ſay others z but the Di- 
vine Perſons who are thus 5x one a- 
nother, have like Subſtances, Na- 
tures, and Properties : Which catt« 
not be faid of God and the Crea- 
tures. Admirable again, cry the 
Nominals 3 but remove this one Scru- 
ple. If theſe reſembling Gods, are 
ſo united in their Subſtances, or ſo 
in one another 3 that their Subſtan- 
ces are continuows, like the Parts of 
the ſame Angel, or like the (aſflig- 
nable) Parts of the ſame Divine Per- 
ſon, *tis plain that by ſuch an Union 
(Cor mutual Immeation ) of their 
Parts, they are become but one (ſubs 
Iiſting) Perſon in number, which is 
what the Nominals and Socinians 
contend for : but it they are only ſo 
united, or {o 27 one another, that 
their Parts are only Contignous, 
like Wine and Oil ſhook together, 
and yet never incorporating ; this is 
but only ContaQt and Juxta-poſiti- 
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7, and doth not make the three 
Perions to be one, much Heſs one' 
God, any more than all the Men 7 
a cloſe Croud- axe one Man, or than 
the \Vine and Oil (beſore-faid) -are 
one Subtiance. In a word, fay the 


Nominals, who fees not 3 that the 


three Divine ſubſiſt:ng Perſons, ha- 
ving like Subſtances or Properties, or 
what is all one, like Natures, are but 
only Gods reſembling one another ? 
and whether they be zn or out of one 
another, likes are never the fame. 
"Tis well ; but ic may be, they 
have better luck, who ſay the Di- 
vine Perſons are not equal; but the 
Second and Third are ftubordinate in 
Authority, and inferioue ir their Per- 
fetions. The Objetion againk 
them, is 3 that hereby, *eicher the 
lecond and third Perions, are neither 
of them God, but only the Firſt : 
Or here is one great God, and two 
I:fler. They reply, that as a Fa- 
cher and his two Sons, are one Ma- 
fier of the Family z though the Au- 
thority and Power is in the Father, 
and only fecondarily. derivatively, 
and lels abſolutely in the Sons : So 
F2ther, Son, and H. Spirit are one 
God, becauſe the two latter (though 
ſubje& and inferior to the tormer) 
have like Authority and Power with 
limy for that be almays concurs with 
them. But the Nominals cry 3 this 
is not one God, in a Pnytical or Na- 
tural! Senſe, but only in a Political: 
and chat the ({uppoled) Father of 
the; Family and lis two Suns, may 
a5 welt be faid to be one Man; as 
awe J{uffer, For in very Deed, 'omt» 


fy the Father is Maſiey; though he 
delegates Authority and Puywer 19 his 
Children, during his- Fleajure: or it 
Power and "Authority is  abfolutely 
and trrevocably -conferred on then, 
they arc as much Maliers as he z and 
there-1s no longer one Maſtex, bur 
three. 2. 

Secondly, Another - Argument c4 
thoſe that contend tor the Equality, 
is it the Sour and Spiric are unequal 
to the Father, and he only hath onnij- 
farious Pertection, with all degrees of 
thoſe Perfections: then the two far- 
mer are very unneceſſarily. ſuperadded 
ro the latter ; he is pertect God with- 
out them, they add nothing to.hun z 
we can undertiand ther but only as 
Fosls to ſet off; and to xecommend 
his Perfections., 

This Reaſoning allo is retorted, 
by them that hold the inequality. of 
the Perſons in the ({uppoled) Trini- 
ty: for they reply it theie are 
three equally perfect (Divine) ſubſs- 
(ting Perſons, two of them are re- 
dundant, or more than needs. If 
we ({uppole them, fay theſe Gentle- 
men, unequal, we leave but one 
Got 3 becauſe the Second and Third 
are God but only as they are united 
to the Firlt, by his Concurrence with 
them, and. by ther” Subordination 
and Subjection to him ; but it. we 
ſay, they are equal; here are two 
unnecefſary Pexfons {uppoled not on- 


ly without any cauſc for it, for any 


one of thee abſolutely per ſelf Per ſons 
is ſufficient for himle]f, and for the 
C.reation:3. but the, Unity, alſo' of 
God, the fixft-and, molt imporiant 
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becanſe it cannot be imagined, -but 
That © three ( /nbſiting) abſolutely 
x Perlons mult be as truly 
© three Gods, 44 one-{uch Perſon 
« (which no Body will deny) is 
© one God, | 

Here again the Nominals fee, and 
take their Advantage : *cis well, ve- 
ry well argued, Gentlemen, ſay they, 
on both tides. For *tis fo true, as 
not to be queſtioned 3 that it the 
ſubſiſting Perſons which you have 
imagined, are unequal, and only one 
of them is Aill-ſufficsent, for himſelt, 
and for the Creation : the two smps- 
tent Perſons axe but dead Werghts ;, of 
no uſe, but only that the other may 
be the better pleaſed at his own Per- 
fction, when compared with their 
Lictleneſs. And 'tis true again, what 
the other Party ſays ;, that of three 
fublikipg Al- ſufficient Perſons, two 
are not.. only redundant, but take 
away the Unity of God: for if *tis 
true, that one ſuch Perſon 15 a perfect 
God, three of them (for that . very 
Reaſon) muſt be three perfect Gods. 
Why do you not perceive, fay the 
Nominals to the Realilis, that your 
own Arguments deliroy your Hypo- 
thetiz ? one perfect Perſon and two 
imperfe&t Perions are indeed one God, 
but the whole God-head then is 1n 
the perfeliF Perſon, as We and the 
-Socinians comend : and three ({ub- 
filing) abſolutely perfe& Perſons are 
a Trinity, no: only of Perfons, but 
(becauſe each of them is abſolutely 
Perfect) of Gods. O ſiange Inad- 
vertence, ſay theſe Gentlemen! that 


Men: ſhenld-not fee, that one perfect 
Perion 4s” alone a+ (moſt) compleat 
God, aud is not helped to be more 
ſo, by the addition of two Imper- 
fects: and that three perfe&t (ſub- 
liſting) Perſons either are three Gods, 
or one cannot be one God ; but one 
perfett Perſon is the very Definition 
of God, dictated to us by Natural 
Light, 

Again, Thirdly Say they that hold 
the Equality of the Perſons, If the 
{econd and third Perſons are inferiour 
in Power, and other Divine Attri- 
butes, and Subordinate in Dignity 
and Authority z they mult be infi- 
nitely Inferiour, and znfinitely Subor= 
dinate ; for whatſoever is thort of in- 
huite Perfection, - is infinitely ſhort of 
it : for if #Perfetion is not Infinite, 
"tis but only Finite, which is infinite- 
ly ſhort of Infinite ; as all both. Phi- 
loſophers and Divines agree. Let us 


apply this, to the (ſuppoſed). ſub- 


ſiting Divine Perſons : if the Second 


and Third are leſs Perfef# than the 
Firlt, they are (for that Reaſon) but 
hnitely Perfect, and conſequently are 
inhnitely ſhort of the Perfe&tion of 
the Firſt, But will you fay, in the 
hearing of fober and diſcerning Per- 
{ons 3 that a finite Perfe&tion or Per- 
ſon is God ? God, 1ay the Party that 
hold the Inequality 3 but if it is fo 
certain (as you take it to be) that 
two leſs perfe& Beings can neither of 
them be God, but only an abſolute- 
ly perfect Perſon: it. will follow 
however, from this very Reaſoning, 
that three perfect Perſons are three 
Gods. Becaulſc for that very Cauſe, 


why 
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why you affirm, that of twoleſs per- 
fe& Perſons, neither of them can be 
God; you muſt fay, three perfect 
Perſons are three Gods : for the 
weight of your Argument, laying 
in this Suppoſition, That © only a 
& pertett Perſon, and every ſuch Per- 
« (on, is a perfe&t God; you mutt 
either give.up that, or own that your 
whole Realoning is [mpertinent and 
Null. 

The Nominals turn alſo this Con- 
certation againſt the common Hypo. 
thelis of both theſe Parties of Rea- 
lifts. How well, fay they, and ſure- 
lyis it eſo by the former ; that 
Perſons le(s than abſolutely Perfect, 
are (of neceſſity) but finitely Per- 
feRly, and conſequently cannot be 
Gods, or God? and ?tis & ſoundly 
urged ; that if this be a good Rea- 
ſoning, if imperfe& Perſons cannot 
be Gods or God, and a perfect Per- 
ſon is, then three or more perte&t 
Perſons mutt be more Gods: becauſe 


—_— ww. 


<« as Imperfection or leſs Perſe&tion 
& denies God-head 3 to the omni- 
© modous abſolute Perfetion of 
© Perſons, mult make ſo many Gods 
&« as there are ſuch Perſons, 

But hitlierto of the firſt Oblerva- 
tion on the Realiſts; that the two 
grand FaRions of them, and which 
inclade ali cticir lefſer Parties, con- 
demn one another of Tritheifm : and 
that the Church, or Nominal Trini- 
tarians, turn che Arguments of che 
contending, Parties of Realiſts, 2- 
gainſt them and the Principle for 
which they tirive; namely, That 
the Perſons of the Trinity are ſab- | 


fiſting Perſons ; when indeed *tis on- 


ly God that really ſubs, the Per- 
ſons of the Godhead are only Perſons 
critically ſo called, that is, they are 
only Relative Subſijtences, they are 
but only the internal Relations of 
God to himſelf, or his external 
( threefold ) Relation to his Crea- 
tures. 


— —_ 


T hat the Realiſts themſelves do not diſſemble their Tritheiſm. 


Y. next Obſervation on them, 
isz That © themſelves do 
© (fometimes almoli openly, and 
« explicitcly) own and profels their 
& Tritheiſm ; both the Antients, and 
« Moderns ; both thoſe that hold 
& the Equality of Perſons, and thoſe 
« thatdeny it. Let us 'take ſome 
Examples, of this. 

Arnobimxs calls the Father, and in 
contradifiinQtion to the Son, Deum 


Principe, the principal Ged;, he 
calls the Son, Deum ex Principis 
Des juſſione loquentem, The God who 
ſpeaks by the Commandment of the 
chief God. ). 2. p. $1. But can it 
ever be avoideds that a principal 
God, and a le{s principal God, who 
ſpeaks only by command f:om the 

cbief God, are too Guds ? 
Fuſtin Martyr calls the Son, oy 
Veperrn T& TUTE cv Off, the 
God 
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God who is Servant; to God the maker 
of allthings. Dialog: *cum 'Tryph. 
Pag-279. Are not God the Servant, 
and the'God to 'mhom he is Servant, 
mot. certainly two Gods? do not 
theſe Predications maniteltly ſuppoſe 
and imply them to be diſtin Gods : 
can the ſame God in number, be ſaid 
to be Servant and Lord; and that 
too (as they ſpeak) ad Idem, or ad 
Enndem, with reſpeft to the ſame 
thing or to himſelf ? 

But Origen yet more expreſlly ; 
we call the $on.the ſecond God. Cont. 
Celf. 1.5. p. 258. And again, the 
firſt God ( or the Father) wy 
not , no nor properly ſpeaking doth 
the (Son or) ſecond God. Cont. Cell. 
1.6. p. 318. Shall not a firft and 
a ſecond God be allowed to be two 
Gods'; could this Father more plain- 
ly dectare his Tritheiſm ? 

T grant, that Orzgen and all the 
Ante-Nicens, were fuch Realilts, as 
held the Tnequality of the three Di- 
vine Perſons 3 but ſtill they believed 
them to be ſo many Gods. Origen 
was lo much of Opinion, that: the 
Son is inferiour to the Father ; that 
(with Arizs) he will not allow him 
to be truly Co eternal, but only the 
oldeſt of the Creatures, o peo turzlGy 
(faith he, contr. Celſ. |. 5. p. 257.) 
T Vile ynudtor, And he is fo 
far from thinking that the Son is Al- 
mohty ; that he every where denies 
that he may be Prayed to : except only 
25s to a Mediator, who (faith he) is 
to Pray with us, and for us. Orj- 

en's firſt and 2d Books concerning 
Tok have ſo many Arguments di- 


reed againſt Praying to any but the 
Father-3, and particularly that we 
ſhowid not Pray to the Son, he calls 
them Fools that do: that it wc!l ap. 
pears indeed, he held Father and Son 
to be ſubſiſting Perſons, as the Res 
alitis do; and that he durſt fay, there 
are two Gods, a firſt and a ſecond 
God; but yet that in Truth, the 
Supream Divinity (or true Divens- 
ty) is in the Father only, Which 
alſo is the Opinion of all the Ante. 
Nicens, and was the DoGtrine that 
Arins ( afterwards) maintajned : 
with whom, thoſe Modern Realifts 
who hold the Inequality, do (almoſt) 
wholly ſymbolize z it may be aid, 
that moſt of thoſe who hold the In- 
equality of the ſuppoſed three Divine 
(tubſiſting) Perſons, perfeAly agree 
with the Aria molles, the maderate 
Arians. 

But here comes one, that will 
make all the World to know the in- 
moti thoughts of the Realiſis z he 
perfectly (and in terms ) diſcovers 
theix Secret, ?Tis St. Baſil, called by 
his Party of Realiſts (who hold the 
Inequality), Bafilius Magnus, Baſil 
the Great, © To thoſe, (ſaith this 
&. bold 21n) who accule us, as/hold- 
© ing three Gods; we an{wer: 
« God us not one, in Number, but 
&* only in Nature. He means, as the 
Nature of Map, namely, the com- 
mon Humanity, . is one; but there 
are many particular Men, Peter, 
James, John, &c. So the Nature of 
God, or the common Divinity 4s 
one 3 but there are as truly more 
Gods in number, or more ay 5 

ar 
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lar Gods, 2s there are more patticu- 
lar Men 3 Father, Son and Spirit are 
each of them as truly a God, as Pe- 
ter, James and John, are each of 
them a. particular Man, This fa- 
mous Paſſage is to be tound in Baſ#'s 
141ſt Epiſile, ad Ceſarienſer. Again 
( Adv. Eunom.) ** In the Number 
&< and in the Properties, there 15 a 
& Divertity or Maltiplicity ; in the 
& Properties by which each Divine 
& Perfon is charaQteriz?d, we believe 
« 2 Diverſity z and ar Unity, only 
& in what makgs the Deity. i e. 
In the Divine Attributes, that are 
common to all the three Divine Per- 
ſons : for each Perſon has Omnilci- 
ence, Omnipotence, and Oamipre- 
ſence, perfe& Goodneſs, which At- 
tributes make the Deity, as Rationa- 
lity and Riſibility make the Huma- 
nity. Baſil then heldz that to this 
Queſtion, how many Gods, it mult 
be anſwered : three Gods in Number, 
or three Perſonal Gods, and one in 
Nature or Divine Properties. Which 
is to lay ;, in very Deed, three Gods : 
but yet Gods ſo reſembling one ano- 
ther, that from the ſameneſs of their 
Attributes or Eſſential (not Perſo- 
nal) Properties, they may be called 
one God ; even as aff Men, or Man- 
kind from the ſameneſs of their Na- 
ture, namely, the Rational, are in 
common ſpeech often times called 
Man. Which Compariſon, or Ex- 
plication of their Meaning and Do- 
rine, is often uſed by St. Baſil, and 
Se. Gregory Nyſſen ;, the Patijarchs 
and Founders of thuſe Realifts, who 
affirm the Equality of the (ſuppoſed) 
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Divine ſ«bſting Perſons. 

As for the Hoderx Realifis, they 
are only ſome late Writers of our 
own Nation ; the firft and chief is 
Dr. Cudworth, after him followed 
Dr. Bull : then Dr. Sherlock, my Lord 
the Biſhop of Gleceſter, Mc. How, 
Mr. Mibourn, Mr. F, B. in his late 
(Learned and Bitter) Anſwer to Dr. 
S--th. Some of thele are for the 
abſolute Equality of the Divine Per- 
ſons, in all Eſſential Attributes ; 
ſuch as Power, Wiſdom, Omnipre- 
ſence: but ſome, as Dr. Cudworth 
eſpecially, will. allow the Son and 
Spirit to be equal in nothing to the 
Father, but only that they are Co- 
eternal 3 and by thi, he thinks, he 
ſufficiently acquics himſelf of Atia- 
niſm. But both Parties moſt open- 
ly avow their Trithejſm ; and that 
many ways. By faying ; there re 
three infinite Spirits, three Omni- 
{cient Xdinds, three Divine intelle- 
tual Subſtances ;, three Divine Per- 
ſons as really Subfiſting, and as truly 
Diſtinct and divers, as three Angels 
or three Men are. Again, by their 
Explication of the Poſiivility, and 
the Manner, of an Unity in Tiinity, 
Some of them ſaying z itwee ſub» 
ſiting Divine Perions are one God, 
by a certain motlt- cloſe Unition of 
their Subſtances : Others, by mutual * 
Conſciouſneis, of one another's 
Thoughts and Actions 3 or becaule, 
belides: their having like Subſt aces 
and Properties, they are allo jn one 
another. They. fce not, what '"113 
marvellous Men of their Scnie ſhould 
not ice ;; that fm ſubſoſting. Per- 

: | 
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 :ſonsench of \whith'is 2 perfect God, 
thite” Aimightics, "three Onniſci- 
ents; "whether Conſcrom, or not Con- 
-ſbionstooheanveher, whether in or 
- out df "6ne 'another,, whether agree- 
'jng or at odds; 'none'ot theſe Foreign 
onliderations can fd alter the Cale, 
| but that all Three muſt as truly be 
' three perte& Gods, as cach'of them 


(is confeſſed) to be one perfect 
God 


But let ns hear Mr. F. B. in his 
hte Anſwer to Dr. S--th's Animad- 
verſions on Dr. Sherlock. For as this 
Gentleran' is well 'skilled in theſe 


Queſtions fo he delivers his Mind 


without much / Reſerve : * he {cems 
not to be afraid, to ſay what he 
thinks 3 ' becauſe *is ſo certain, that 


the Fathers (after the' Year 380.) 


were 'in the" 'very ſame Sentiments 
concerning the Trinity 3 namely, 
chat the Perfons of *the Trinity: are 
really diſtin and ſubſiſting Per ſons, 
and equally-have all : Divine Perfecti- 
ons, mv 'the thigheſt- Degree. | He 
faith, pag. 141. © Each Wiſtintt Di- 
« vine Ferfon, is as compleatly and 
&' perfectly God; as each dſtintt 
& Angetical Perſon is a compleat 
&C-pertect Angel, He demands at 
pag. 75. © Will the Animadverter 
&. (Dr. S--th) deny ;, that one Dt- 
< vine Perſon is one God? [ will 
anſwer for Dr. S--th. Tis Here- 
fy; to fay ; that the Perfons-of- the 
Tiinity are as' diſtin, as three-An- 
gelical Perions: for Angels or An- 
pelical Perſons are diſtinguiſhed in 
their Subftances; ' and have ſo many 
ſeveral\Underftandivgs, Wills -and 


'Energies 5/ but in all theſe, Reſpeds, 


the-Perſons of the Trinity are not 
diftin&,: but are (lIdentically) the 
ſame. Nor is onePerſon of the Trini- 
ty as conipleatly and perſeiHly God, as 
an Angelical Perſon is compleatly and 
perfectly an Angel : for one A 
lical Perſon 15 a compleat and perfe&t 
Angel ; but all three Perſons of the 
Trinity, and not one only, are neceſ- 
ſary to compleat the Notion and due 
Conception of one God. Therefore 
to his Queſtion, Is not one Divine 
Perſon one God? I anſwer, no; 
three Divine- Perſons are One God : 
that is to ſay, taking the word Per- 
ſons in the Senſe that the Church in- 
tends it, namely, for Relative Per- 
ſens, ox the thicetold Relation of the 
Deity. But taking a Divine Perſon, 
as this Author and his Fellow-Rea- 
liſts: do, for-a ſubſiſting Perſon, a 
diltinct intellectual. Being, and In- 
finite Mind and Spiritz, I anſwer, 
and the Church alfo ſo anſwers : that 
indeedevery ſuch Perſon is one God, 
and-three {uch are three Gods. 

Page 85.' * When God is faid to. 
& be three Perſons, the term God is 
& taken'in a Logical Senſe ; and is 
© equivalent- to a terminus Commu- 
©, x5, Ol-aSpecies. As whoſhould 
ſay3- there are truly three Gods, in 
a proper, phy{ical, and.natural Senſe 
of the word God: for the words 
God and an are ſpecifical Terms ; 
the-former implics divers (perſonal): 
Gods, as the other implies many 
(perſonal and individual) Men. He 
is- ſo far from being afhamed of all 
this; that he adds again, . 
Pag.8F. 
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Page 85. © The! Fathers :of:the 
& Nicene Council, nayi'the' whoiec 
& Faftern Church did appropriate 


« the title one God to the'Father ;, 


« and Bod of 'Godto-theSone11 The 
Fachers meant thereby, -the:Son 4s 
God (not of or from himſelf, buc) 
from, orby, or of 'the Father. See 
what uſe Mr. F. B. makes of- this, 
at'peg; 91. * The: Phraſe God of 
« God does neceflarily imply a Mul- 
6 -tiplication- of the term Goa, in 
© ſome: Senſe or other. And one 
& nd the fame numerical God (5 
© concreto )" can never be God of 
«K God and net God of God: thele 
© two cannot be verified of the 
& {zme Subjet;, of one and the 
& ſame God, in concreto, Or 11 Per- 
«* fon, 'Tis Herely in exce!ſis;, and 
the laſt words 5n \Perſon, detigned 
only to blind his true meaning, or 
ro mollifie it to thoſe that happen to 
underſtand him, do but increaſe the 
grofinefs of his Tritheiſm. He hath 
ſaid (in thoſe words) inefte&t; the 
Nicene Creed, and Oriental Church 
acknowledging one who is- God of 
God, this God (who is God of, or 
from God) cannot be the ſame God 
with him from or of whom. he is, 
God, namely, with God the Father : 
theſe two mult be ſeveral Sabjetts, 
different Gods, This avowed Tri- 
theiſm, I fay, is neither hid nor 
ſoftned by adding 3 different Gods, in 
concreto, or in Perſon © for it was ne- 
ver faid (or ſo much 'as thought) 
before, that the multiplication of 
Perſons in the Godhead, or theſe 
expreſſions, God the Father, God the 


_ Son, God: the Ky Spirits. would, war- 
rant ahy one. to ſay. ſeyerah Gods, or 


that God of God is not the ſame both 
SuhjeRt angGad, with God tbe. Ba- 
ther. and; God the.' Holy Spirit... In 
thort, that which this Aythor. and. 
his-Party of Realilts intend, and fay, 
(though. ſomewhat Covertly. and 
Artificially) is ;, that as all, the Men 
in the -World. 11 Cancreto, are not- 
withſtanding ſometimes expreſſed bv 
the general abſtrai# word Har: So 
the three Gods, in concrets, three 
Perſonal (really {abſifting) Gods may 
allo be expreficd 3 -but they care not 
CN_ _ {cldomer the bet- 
ter, by that (ſcurvy, Socinian) ab- 
ffratt word God. " 

I have not made theſe (ſhort) re- 
marks on Mr. F. B. with a maleyo- 
tent Intention; to create Envy, or 
to raiſe up Enemies, to him: I (hall 
_— _ as broadly as he has 
poke; St. Baſil, Gre Nyſer, 
and other Fathers " vy- ww 
3E0) ſo Taught, and fo Spoke ; and 
| have before given ſome inliances 
of it; as I ſhall give more, in- the 
Continuation of my Anſwer to Dr. 
Bull's Defence of the Nicene Faith, 
and Judgment of the C atholick Church, 
But al} that Ldefign, is only 3 to ap- 
peal to the. World, whether the Rea- 
bjts have not notoriouſly owned and 
profeſſed their Tritheiſm, with which 
they are charged, not only by the So- 
cinians, but by the Nominals 3 which 
5 © lay, by the Church, . Dr. $--th 
is but-one Man, he is only a private 
Doctor 3 but he has rightly under 
tiood'the Dcdtrineof the Churchi,ifa 

Genera! 
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General Council were again- to al- 
ſemble, they would certainly eſpouſe 
his two Books';z he hath ſaid neither 
more, nor leſs, nor otherwiſe, than 
the Catholick Church ( lince the 
Council of Lateran) has conſtantly 
taught. Mr. F. B. is a Learned and 
very diſcerning, Perſon, fo are other 
Realiſts of this Nation (I muſt not 
ſay, of the Engliſh, or of the Catho- 
lick.Church, tor they aze departed 
from both) who have lately written 
againſt the Socinians : but they have 
oppoſed to ours, ſuch an Explica- 
tion of the words God, Perſons, Tri- 
nity; as Dr. S--th hath deſervedly 
calleda Trinity of God3z nor will 
they be eyer able to wipe off the Im- 
Putation. Mr. F.B. muft not think, 
he has anſwered Dr. S--th - he hath 
only;ſometimes miſtaken him ſome- 
times mifreported, or perverted, his 
plain and obvious Meaning ; or 
quarrelled with the Doctrine of the 
Sc'1ools, and* of the Lateran Coun- 
cil,” (which is to fay; of the Catho- 
lick Church) to make room for the 
(exploded) Tritheiſm of St. Baſil, 
and ſome other Fathers. 

The Dodrine of the Catholick 
Church, Mr. 7. 8. knows well, can 
be fetched only from General Conn- 
cils , the Church is never underfiood 
to ſpeak, but by a General Council: 


particular Fathers are but only par- . 


ticular Doctors 3 they are not the 
Church, how many ſoever they are. 
Therefore I detire- Mr. F. B. to tell 
me, what Council ever uſed his Lan- 
guage, that one Divine Perſon is 
one God, as per{e&tly one God, as 


one-Angelical Perſon is one 
Angel? In what Council ſhall we 
tind, that the word God is equiva» 
lent to 4 Species 3: which is to tay, 
the Devintty no leſs than the Hu- 
many. (or the: Manhood) .compre-! 
hends ſeveral Individuals, of the ſame 
both Nature and Denomination: 
as there are many Men, it Concrete, 
{o there-are'divers:Gods alſo, in core 
creto. Gan: he dire&: us. to that 
Council,” which zeaches ; that' God 
of God, and-God not of God (that 
is, Father and Son) are not the ſame 
God or that the term: God implies 
aty Multiplication ? Did” ever any 
Council {o-far apoftatize from Chri- 
ſiianity, as to deny 3 that there is bxt 
one numerical God: and call that 
DoGtrine the Faith. of Fews, Maho- 
metans, and Heathens? But this is 
Mr. F. B's Language, and the:Do- 
Ctrine of all the Realifis ; they all 
intend as he has ſaid : nor will any of 
them cenſure his Book, but applaud 
It as a great and extraordinary Per- 
forrmance. - 1 donot regard the Im- 
pertinences of Mr. Tho, Holdſworth 
(of North-Stoncham, near Southamp- 
ton) in his late I-par Conatus, which 
he hath oppoſed to Mr. F. B. . This 
Orlando has vomited up his Crudi- 
ties, on'a Perſon too much above him 
to take notice of him 3 and all that 
I ſhall trouble my ſelf to fay of 
him, is : that if, as he has been careful 
to tell us the Place of his Reſidence. 
and of his Vicinage,ſo he had alſo told 
us bis Age; we might have gueſled, 
with more certainty thannow we welt- 
can, whether he raves, or dtes. 


The 
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the Nomunals. 


Muſt make another Remark onthe 

Realifis 3 namely : That the ab- 
ſard contradictory and impoſlible 
Things, partly expreſly (aid by *em, 
partly implied in their Doctrine, are 
far leſs tolerable or accountable z than 
the ( forced ) Improprietics, in the 
uſe of Words and Terms, by the 
Nominals, are. 

I 'confeſs, both Parties ſo often 
depart, from the common uſe of 
Terms and Words ; that one as well 
as the other is frequently forced, to 
the &oys pUaTev of Myſtery: when 
they cannot affojl ' the Difficulties, 
objected -to themſelves by each other, 
or by the Socinians to both z when 
they find that the uſe of Words, and 
the nature of Things, are both a- 
gainft them, they cry Myſtery ; their 
Dodtine then '(they confe(s) though 
a Truth, is however a Myſtery, above 
the Capacity, whether of them- 
ſelves or of any others. But then, 
ſay I; the Realiſts would cover ſuch 


flat Impoſlibilities, ſuch groſs Con- 


traditions to common Senſe, in a 
Word ſuch Monftrolities, under the 
cloak of Myſtery : that they have 
infinitely more need of that (wretch- 
ed) Blind, than the Nominals ; who 
only by explaining thery Terms, which 
Cuſtom and Law have impoſed on 
them, goa great way in fairly fatiſ- 
fying all Difhculties; and when they 


The Realiſts ſpeak much more Myſtically, or Abſurd, than 


I —_— 
— 4 —_— w_w_ — _ 


4 485 - KL 

cannot perfe&ly account for them, 
they make ſome ſinall uſe of My- 
ftery. To underſtand this; we muſt 
take a ſhort view, of the (polite, hap- 
py) Things, faid by them both. 

The Nominals teach, there is but 
one (numerical) God, or one God 
in Number ;, who yet is three Perſons. 
That the Father is God, the Son is 
God, the H. Gheſt is God; yet all 
three are but one God, one God uz 
Number, one ſelf-ſame Ged. They 
are perfeQly aware, this were equal» 
ly Impoſſible and Ridiculous; if 
*twere not dextrouſly interpreted and 
explained : it would not be My- 
ſtery, or erzous Truth, but nc- 
torzouas F alſhood and Abſurdity, they 
well know; if wholly left in theſe 
Terms, without: an Explication. 
Therefore they declare, that by the 
term Perſons, and the words Father, 
Son and Spirst, they mean not (with 
the Vulgar) ſeveral ſubſifting Per 
ſons ;, that is to ſay, ** So many in- 
© tellequal Subſtances, 'with each 
* his own Particular Life, Under- 
* ſtanding, Will, and © power of 
&* Action; for they confef(s there is 
in God but one Sabſtance, Life, Un- 
derftanding, Will, Energy, 1 num 
ber : | but three Perſons in God are (0 
many States, or Reſpetts, or Pro- 
pertzes, or Relations (or ſomething, 
equivalent to theſe) of the ſame ore 
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Divine intelletual Subſtance or Na- 
ture; And in this Senſe alſo, ac- 
cording to the Nominal, the words 
Father, Son and Spirit (when uſed 
of God) are to be underſtood : name- 
ly, as Relations or States, all of them 
ſuſtained by one and the ſame ſab- 
fiſting Perſon, or mtelleftiual Sub- 
ftance ;, not as in ſo many Subjeds, 
or as denominating variouſly three 
ditin& Beings. . They ſhow, that fo 
the Claflical Authors, both Greek 
and Latin, ſpoke : and as their Lan- 
guage was adopted by the Church, 
in ſpeaking of God, with great Pro- 
priety; {© in proceſs of Time, the 
uſe of Words being much altered, 
occaſion was given to introduce the 
Hereſy of the Realiſisz who unlear- 
nedly underftanding the old Words,in 
a novel Senſe, have brought into the 
Church three Gods, inftead of one. 
Again,they (the Nominals) fay,the 
ſecond Perſon of the Trinity (or of 
God) was Incarnate in the Man 
Chrift Jeſus; in ſuch manner, that 
thereby the Lord Chriſt is God as well 
as Man. This allo is called by that 
MyGical Name, the Hypoſtatical (or 
perſonal) Union. But they mean no 
more by it, than thisz that God was 
as much and truly united to the Hu- 
manity, as the Human Nature 1s Ca- 
pable of : that is to fay, in a molt 
extraordinary, marvellous, and (to 
us) unaccountable Manner. 
When they ſay, O God the Father 
have Mercy owusz O God the Son, 
O God the Holy Gnolt, have Mercy 
on us 3 they intend not hereby three 
Objefts of Worſhip, or {y many ſeve- 


ral Patrons 2n1 Helpers: but only as 
theſe are{0 mary Relations ard Re- 
ſpeQs of the Ueity. either to himſelf 
or tous 3" ſo they invocate him- by 
theſe Diftin&ions, or in theſe ſeveral 
Properties and Relations. In ſhort,the 
whole Myftery conſiſts in the Terms 
they uſe 3 and: ſcarce at all, if at all 
in the Senſe, or things intended by 
thoſe Terms: which things (or ſenſe) 
are received, and imbraced by us the 
Unitarians3 for we admit the whole 
Dodrine, as here declared and ex- 
plained. | 

But 'tis quite otherwiſe with the 
Realifts; their Non-ſenſe is in the 
thing meant, not in the Words or 
Terms. They fay, there are three 
Divine ſubſifting Perſons, three infi- 
nite Spirits, three omniſcient Afinds, 
three diſtinft Almighties, as diſtin 
_ ſo many Angels or Men ; each of 
them as truly, properly, adequate! 
and perfectly God, as _ _ 
Man, and each Angel an Angel : and 
yet all of them are but one God. 
This, we confeſs, is Myftery with a 
Witneſs; the Myſtery (every one 


ſees) lies not in the Words and Terms, 


but the thing it (elf is abſurd and 
impothble : to cry Myſtery here, is 
to profeſs ; that by Mytiery, we mean 

Contradition, and Impoſlibilities. 
The Excuſes they make for this 
Myltery, are as myſterious, or more 
myſterious than the Myſtery, for 
which they would apologize. For to 
ſay, theſe three (moſt perfet) Gods 
become one God, by their mutual 
Accord and Love, is ; as if you ſhould 
pretend, -that by Love and Accord, 
three 


: 
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three Men are one Man. And when 
they ſay, they are one God by lize- 
neſs or ſameneſs of Nature and Pro- 
perties ;, and by bcing j12 oe another : 
they might equally ſay, that ewo or 
more Angels, becauſe they have the 
ſame Nature and Properties, and be- 
ing Spiritual, do inimeate, or are 7/2 
one another, are thereby one' Angel, 
Thele Explications of their Myſtery, 
are afſuredly as great Mylteries, as 
dire& Contradictions to Reaſon and 
common Expericnce z as the Do- 
Arine it (elf, of one God and three 
Divine ſubſiſting Perlons. But why 
do the Realilts expect, that Man- 
kind will be per{waded to accept ſuch 
palpable abnegations of all conhiltent 
Senſe, for Myſtery : words that are 
hardly Senfe, or of either ambigu- 
ous or obſcure meaning, may be put 
off (with ſome or other, who' care 
not for the Trouble of confidering) 
for Myftery 3 but groſs Contradicti- 
ons, obvious and notorious Non-ſenſe, 
will never be miſtaken for Myltery. 
"Tis true, People may be contirained 
to profeſs it, or to ſubſcribe to it ; 


— 


but they never believe it, no not 
when (through a long habit of Sub- 
mitlion to the Commands of others) 
they ſeem to them(elves to believe 
it. I doubt not, that the DoRtors of 
the Church of Rome, fee to them- 
ſelves to believe the Tranſubliantiati- 
on 3 becaule having accuſtom'd them- 
{elves to ſubmit to the Declarations of 
the Church, they have never ſuffered 
any reluctance to ariſe in their Minds, 
againſt any of thoſe Declarations : 
notwithſtanding, I am perſwaded, 
not a Man of them truly believes that 
Myſtery 3 were all Fears and Hopes, 
and other biafling Interetis removed, 
they would preſently perceive, that 
in very Deed they believe it not ; 
thetr Reaſons never aſſented to an im- 
poſſible Propoſition, nor could aſſent ; 
but only (as I ſaid) through a long 
habit of Submiſſion, they did not 
diſcern, that they aflented not to the 
Church's Declarations. And this, I 
believe, is true allo, of all who pre- 
tend, or ſeem to believe any other 
inconliſtent, or impoſlible Dodrines. 


— — 


The Tritheiſm of the Realilts, not grounded on the H. Scripture. 


UT this once more; *tis not on 

a probable or prudent Ground, 

that the Realitts ſometimes pretend, 
that the Tritheiſm they impoſe has 
ſuch a Foundation in Holy Scripture : 
that as on the one fide, to believe the 
Trinity in their Notion of it, is a 
violence done to Reaſon, fo not to 
own and profeſs it, would oblige 


/ 


them to as great a Violence, and 
Diſobedience to Holy Scripture. 

I confeſs, I have often wondred ; 
that Men {o Learned and Diſcerning, 
as very many of the Realiſts are, 
ſhould maintain fuch- an Opinion 3 
and after having rtiade {ach Conceſ- 
lions to the Nominals, and to the 
Unitarians, as the Realitis do, They 

E grant 
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grant it, to be certain and incon- 
teſtable, not only in Reaſon, but in 
Holy Scripture, that there 15 bat one 
God, but one Creator , .they allow 
this robe ſo true and evident, that 
the Scripture ought never to be {0 
interpreted, as in any degree to con- 
tradict this firſi Article of all revealed 
Religion : becauſe to interpret Holy 
Scripture at any Time, or in any part 
of it, inconſiſtently with that Ar- 
ticle, were to make it contradict it 
{clf,and that too, where it ſpeaks molt 
plainly and expreſly. 
Foundation being laid,and agreed on 
all Hands ; I have often wondred at 
the pretence of the Realiſts : for their 
Doctrine being a manifeſt Tritheiſm, 
as explained by them in ſaying 'tis 
what the Holy Scriptures teaci, they 
ſay, that the Sacred Scriptures Con» 
tradi& themſelves. They would have 
it underſtood as a great deference, on 
their Parts, towards the Holy Scrip- 
tures 3 that they imbrace and pro- 
fels the Dottrine therein contained, 
though ſuch Doctrine very flatly con- 
tradis all Rezfon and common 
Senſe, and withal other parts of the 
ſame Scriptures: but it were far 
more becoming {aca as they are, to 
exprels their Reverence for the Scrip- 
ture, by interpreting it conliltently 
with it ſelf, and with Reaſon, as the 
Nominals and Unitarians do ; than 
to expoſe it to the contempt and 
unbelicf of all others, by ſuch a Re- 
verence of it as this Book needs not ; 
that is to ſay,by pretending to believe 
it indced, but believe it as manifeſt! 

inconſiſtent with it ſelf; as well as 
with that Reaſon which God has in- 


I ſay, this 


faled into the Human Nature, for 
a Gaide and Judg, in all either ob- 
{cure or doubttul Matters. It is the 


Church and the Unitarians,that truly , 


revercnce the Scriptures; by reſcu- 
ing them from ſenſele(s, and contra- 
dictory (which is to fay, impoſſible) 
Senies, 

But ſuppoſing it were true, that 
the meer Words of ſome few ((uſ- 
pected, or ambiguous) Texts, did 
leem very much to favour the Do- 
Ctrine of the Realiſts ; yet ſeeing thoſe 
Texts (as interpreted by the Rea- 
lifts) too plainly contradict evident 


Realon, and the Nature of things : 


why will not theſe Gentlemen ſee, 
that in ſuch a Claſh as this, ©* We 
*© muſt interpret the Scripture conſi- 
* ſtently with Reaſon and the nature 
*© of things 3 becauſe words will bear 
** to be ſomewhat (rained, much 
** rather than things? The nature 
of Tnings, and the diftates of Rea- 
{on,are Eternal and Immutable they 
w!!} not admit,or bear the leati Stretch, 
Strain, or Violence done to them : 
but Words are of a very deſultory 
and vagrant Meaning z they are ſome- 
times to be taken Literally, or as they. 
Sound, iometimes in a_ metaphorical 
O7 figurative Senſe; ſometimes in an 
Fypeoolical, that is exceſſive ; nay, 
ſometimes in an JTronical (which. is 
tolay, contrary) Senſe : which being 
the Caſe of all Books and Writings 
whatloever, there can never be a real 
Neceſlity of fo interpreting the Scrip- 
ture, that it ſhould contradic the 
known Nature of things, plain Rea- 
ſon, or it ſelf. 

Whereas ſome ſay here, and are 
willing 
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willing always to repeat it 3 that, the 
current of Scripture is ſp much, and 
ſo clearly, for ſuch a Trinity as tte 
Realiſts profeſs: that it would be 
minife!t Violence, done to the Di- 
vine Word, to interpret it as the So- 
cinians do. I anſwer, Cedo locum, 
name me the Text, or Context, al- 
ledged for the DoCtrine of the Tri- 
nity z that is not interpreted by ſome 
of the moſt Learned Criticks and In- 
terpreters of the Trinitarian Party, in 
the lame manner as *tis underſtood 
by the Unitarians. Why do they 
pretend, that they are conſtrained, 
and by the clearneſs, and the cur- 
rent of Scripture 3 to profeſs a Tris 
nity of Divine (/«bſiting) Perſons : 
when all Learned Men know, that 
the Texts they have to alledg, are 
ſo far from being the current of 
Scripture, that they are few in Num- 
ber, and alſo of very ſuſpefted Au- 
thority, that is, they are julily doubt. 
ed of, whether they are genuine ort- 
ginal Parts of Scripture, or have 
been added toit; and ſo far from 
bein? clear, that they arc extrearly 
Am9ni7zuow, and accordingly not on- 
ly forme, bit even the generality of 
Trinitarian Criticks interoret zn9ſt of 
them, as we do; and not only moſt 
of them, but the Principal of them, 
more particularly the { 05j:cted ) 
Texts that fee to impute the Cre- 
ation of Things to our Saviour, As 
I faid but row, Ceao Iacum, I dc- 
1m.md that Text, or Context, WAici) 
I will not ſhow is intepretea by tae 
moli ſufficient of their own Party, 25 
we take it : butif ſo, as "5 not tne 
tixti Time this Challenge has ben 


made to them ; why do they (ſo un- 
truly) pretend, that they are carried 
away. by the Current of Scripture, 
and by the clearneſs of it, both on 
their tides? May they call a few fingle 
Texts (or rather, ſhreds of Texts) 
the Current of Scripture : or talk 
of the clearnels of their Texts ; 
when they cannot alledg ſo much 
as one, bat is interpreted to an Uni- 
tarian Senſe by ſome of their own 
(belt) Writers, on the Scriptures, 
and of Controverſy ? 

With how much more Reaſon 
and Sincerity, may the Unitarians 
claim the current of Scripture 3 and 
that *tis clear alſo, on their Side ? 
For there is not a Page there, buc 
{peaks of God in the ſingular Num- 
ber; there God is never called Per- 
ſons, but Perſon : he is always ſpoken 
of, and to, by ſingular Pronouns, 
fuch a3 1, Thou, Tbee, He, Him, 
Me ;, which are never uſed in any 
Language, but only of one ſingle 
Perſon ; never of three (/«bſ:ſting) 
Perſons. | 

When the Realiſis ſay, the Scrip- 
tures are clear of their fide ;, they 
mean it chiefly of thoſe Texts,where- 
in Chritt is called G-d- .and of 
thoſe, in which the Creation of the 
World, ard of ali things, is (or 
ſeems to be) attributed to him. 
Bat how often 15 the name Ged given 
in Holy Scripture, to thoſe that et- 
ther repreſent God, as Kings and 
M:giftiates 4 or that are like to hin 
in ſore very diliinguilting Reſpect, 
or in whom he dwclis after a pe- 
culiar manner, es Prophets, and He- 
roical Perſons ; 15. not Moſes (tor 
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one Inſtance) on all theſe accounts 
called God, and by God kimnfelt ? 
And 1s it a Marvel then, that the 
Mediator alſo of the New Tettament, 
as well as he of the Old, is dignified 
with this Name? And yet (as I 
have faid eliewhere) I am well al- 
ſured, that the Realilis will never 
prove, againſi the Author of the 
Briet Hiltory of the Socinians ;: that 
the name God is really given to the 
Lord Chritt, in any Text that is a 
genuine Part of Scripture : that is 
to fay, that hath not been corrupt- 
ed by the Zeal of Catholicks, to 
make it more conformable to their 
Sentiments. As to the Texts, that 
impute the Creation of things, to 
the Son ; that is, to the Lord Chriſt : 
do not all Learned Men know, that 
the beſt of the Trinitarian Interpre- 
ters, ſome of the zealouſeſt Men of 
the Party, underſtand all thole Texts 
of the New Creation ;, that is, of 
the Renovation of things on Earth, 
by the Miniſtry of Chrilt; and m7 
Heaven, by his Exaltation above the 


Angels? And ſecondly, That neither 
'5 there any need of the ; for thoſe 
iexts may be thus tranilatcd : all 
things were made for him; and 
without regard to him, was nothing 
made that was 1ade, \Were made 
for him ;, that 15 ro ſay, they were 
originally made by God, for the Meſ- 
fiab : namely, to ſubje&t them (in 
tulneſs of Time) to him, and to hzs 
Law. Which is the Interpretation 
of St. John Chryſoſtom, a mioſi 
Learned Trinitarian, in the Op Im. 
perfettum, on St. Matthew. 

In (ſhort, I would not have it faid ; 
that the current of Scripture #,much 
leſs is clearly, on their fide, who 
contend for a Trinity cf Divine 
( ſubſiſting) Perlons : becauſe *cis {o 
well known, that this (fenſeleſs, ex- 
travagant) boaſt of ſome ſmall Wri- 
ters of Controverſy, is the Jeſt and 
Sport of their own Criticks and In- 
terpreters of Note; who have far 
more {corn for ſuch Sciolifis, than they 
have Enmity to the Socinians, 


Of the Unitarians; their Agreement with the Church. 


HE Unitarians, called alſo So 
cinians, are a Sect or Party, or 
Denomination of Chriſtians, who 
have indeavoured to perfect that Re- 
for;mation 3 that was ſo happily be- 
gun by Dr. 22. Luther, Mr. F. Cal- 
vin, and here (in England) by Arch- 
bilhop Cranmer, | 
Dr. Luther ſabverted the Infalli- 
bility, and Supremacy of the Pope 3 


- _— ; 


the Worſhip and Invocation of 
Angels, and Saints; the (ſuperfii- 
tious) monaftick Vows; the Mer- 
chandize of Indulgencies, by which 


* poor Sinners had been long cozen d 


into a Belicf, that they could buy 
the Pardon of their Sins, from the 
Pope and his FaGtors : and this not 
only without Reſtitution, Amend- 
ment, 'or Repentance, but without 


Confeſſion 3 
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Confeſſion ;, for that alſo was ſome- 
times a Clauſe in their Balls of In- 
dulgence, that the Purchater ſhould 
be abſolved of all his Sins, whether 


Confeſſed or not Confeſſed. The 
forms of Indulgences were fo ample, 
that is, fo General and Comprehen- 
livez that Men of any Wealth ne- 
ver cared, what Sins they were 
onilty of : becauſe they knew they 
could at any time, whether Dead 
or Alive, purchaſe their Pardon ; if 
they had negle&ed it in their Life 
Time?:was but leaving ſo muchMo- 
ney by Will, for Maſſes and Indul- 
gences, and they were ſure all ſhould 
be forgiven, The Story of the 
French Gentleman is well known ; 
who being admoniſhed by his Friend, 


* of his horrible Curſing and Blaſphe= 


ming z anſwered : * Man, there is 
« no fear, cannot I buy my Pardon 
& of the Friars Auſtins ? I would 
© he forgiven for an Ounce of 
« Gold, though I had raviſh'd the 
© Mother of God, and cut off 
&« both her Breafis. This was the 
ſtate of Things, when Dr. Luther 
appeared, and oppoſed himſelf (to 
ſucce(s{ally) to theſe Corruptions 3 
as 1 ſaid, he intirely ruin'd the Mar- 
ket of Indulgences, Monaſltick 
Vows, Invocation of Saints and 
Angels, the Supremacy and Infalli- 
bility of the Chair of Rome. 

Mr. F. Calvin, beſides that he 
greatly tirengthned, and confirmed 
what Dr. Luther had begun; by his 
extraordinary Erudition, fine Wit, 
and indefatigable Diligence, in all 
which Mr. Calvin excclled the very 
greatelt of the tuſi Retormers :; he 


carried the Reformation ſomewhae 
farther, than Luther had done, He 
took away the ws of Images, which 
can ferve only for a ſnare to the 
Weak 3 and for an Avocation, -ard 
Amuſement, to the Diſcerhing. His 
Doctrine concerning the Sacraments, 
has fewer Follies than, not only 
that of Rome, but, than Luthers ;, 
he rejected the Conſubſiantiation, 
as well as the Tranſubſiantiation, 
and was not impoſed on by the Do- 
cttine of Ubiquity, I need fay no- 
thing of Arch-biſhop Cranmer ; be- 
caule his Reformation is known to 
every Engliſhman : his DoQtine and 
Diſcipline being expreſſed in the 39 
Articles, the Books of Homilies, 
of Canons, and the Common=- 


. Prayer, 


All Proteſtants have a great Reve. 
rence, for theſe famous and excellent 
Men ;, even thoſe of us, who think, 
that their Reformation is yet very 
incompleat. I may add, that as 
much as theſe Reformers are de- 
telied, by the Papiſts3 the very Pa- 
piſts, all Orders of them (from the 
highett to the loweſt 3 from the Pope, 
to the Begging, and diſcalceate Fri- 
ar) are greatly in their Debt, For 
now they have Learned Prieſts, Ho- 
ly Popes z and the Kings and States 
of the Roman Communion, are no 
longer the Slaves of the Pope : all 
which was otherways, when there 
were no Proteſtants, of whom the 
Pope and Conclave and (the reſt of 
their) Hierarchy might Rand in ſome 
awe, The Popes conlider now; 
that they mult act Soberly, live Ex- 
emplarily, and inſpe& the Conduct 

and 


and Sufficiency of the Clergy elle 
the Princes and People, now in their 


Communion, will deſert to the Pro- 


teliants. 

It was Dr. Luther, as odious as 
his Name among them isz who 
took. off the Yoke, and filed the 
Chains, from the Necks and Hands 
of Emperours, of Kings and Na- 
tions. From laying proſtrate, 
under the Feet of the Pope 3 from 
holding his Bridle, and his Stirrup 3 
from expecting, (alter their EleCti- 
on by the Princes of the Empire) 
till the Pope ſhould pleaſe to crown 
them, and thereby give them the 
Name and Power of Emperours ; 
from Trembling, every time that a 
(crouching) Friar was turned, into 
a ( boiſterous ) Pope: | fay, from 
this miſcrable Veſlalage, the German 
Emperors, and other Catholick Kings 
and States, are delivered, and care 
now, juſt ſo much, and no more, for 
his Holineſs's Loveor Anger; as the 
Example of his Life, or the actual 
Ailitiance he cn lend to em, fhall 
merit. Since Luther, the Clergy 
(alio) of the Roman Communion, 
are. Leamed and* exemplary Men 
m their own Defence, and for their 
own Security, they muff be ſo. And 
tney dare wow, withiiand any new 
Incroachments on their Privileges, 
or their Revenues, by the Court of 
Rome, Nay, they have retrieved, 


in ſome Degree, their antient Rights 
and Authority 3” for Rome dreads 
(and ever will dsead) another LCu- 
ther 3 19 caſe the (loud (unubly, 
or xa{hly). either oppreſs, or offend 
ae inferiut Clergy. Thoſe of the 
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Lay-Communion of that Church, 
are zaw Jed with a Paſtoral-Staff ; 
not hared with the Church's Thun- 
der, Excommunications and delt- 
verings up to Satan, They are ſent 
of no \more Erraiids to Syr#a and 
Aſia 3 in pretence, to reſcue the Holy 
Sepulchre 3 in Deed, to inlarge the 
Papal Bounds, and Authority, They 
are fed now with much ſounder 
Doctrine ; and led, by a better Ex- 
ample. For now the neceflity of 
Repentance, and Amendment, are 
taught ; Indulgences are now owned, 
to be only Prudential and Charita- 
ble relaxations of Penance ; Images 
are now uſed, only as Memorials of 
departed Saints, and Incentives to i- 
mitate their Example 3 the Sacrifice 
of the Maſs is now only a commemo-. 
rative Sacrifice, which even Prote- 
ſtants believe it to be; the Virgin 
Mary and the Saints are prayed to, 
only to pray with us, and for us : 
and the like abatement is made, in o- 
ther Articles. And whereas with 
reference to the Example of their 
Prielis, it has been a Provetb in ſome 
Places; ** He that will give his 
*& Childio the Devil, let him make 
©* him a Prieſt: now, and for al- 
moti two Ages laſt palt 3 their danger 
irom the Proteliants, as was faid 
before, has reformed their Manners. 
Theſe are the Services, done by 
the hrit Reformers; as well to the 
Papitts themſclves,as to us of the Re- 
formation: their Memory is glorious, 
and ought to be precious alſo, among, 
us, But we ſay allo; that the Au- 
gcan Stable was too fou), to be ab- 
folutely cleanſed 2t once, even by 
Flzvoiles 
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Hercules and his Companions: Dr. 
Luther did a great dea), the Labours 
of his Companions and Seconds were 
very laudable 3 but mach Filch 15 (ill 
left behind, We detire to he (fairly 
and candidly) heard, concerning 
ſome corruptions in the Faith 3 and 
ſome abutes in the Morality, ll 
taught: and particularly, which is 
the Subject of theſe preſent Papers, 
concerning the Obje& of our Fatth 
and Worſhip, Almighty GOD. 

We ſee, we own; that the Do- 
Erine of the Church, meaning, by the 
Church the Nominal Trinittarians, is 


ſound, as to the Senſe and Intention of 


z3t : but we (humbly). offer, - that the 
Terms in which ?tis expreſſed,are Vn- 
ſcriptural, and very Dangerons. The 
words Trinity, Incarnation, Hypoſt a- 
tical Union, are never uſed in Scrip- 
ture ; nor is God ever there called 
Perſons, but Perſon. And 'tis evi- 
dent,that by occalion of theſe Terms ; 


the Vulgar have ſuch a conception of 


the Trinity, as 1s certain Trutheiſm, 
When the People hear of God the 
Father, God the Son, and God the 
Holy Ghoſt 3 they know not, that 
thereby are meant only ſo many Re- 
{ ations of God, either internal Re- 
lations to himſelf, or external Rela- 
tions to the Creature ; but they con- 
ceive in their Minds, ſuch a Father, 
Son and Spirit diftin& from both, as 
are (0 many ſeveral ({ubliſting Spirits, 
{o many diſtin& All-perfe&t Beings ; 
in very Deed {ſo many Living Gods, 
and not one God under three ſeveral 
Conceptions, For tho they are taught 
to lay, three Divine Perſons and but 
one God; and that God the Father, 


God his -Son, and God the Holy 
Ghoſt, tho each of them is God, yet 
all of them are but one God: this laſt 
all of them but one God, becaulſe they 
know not how ?tis to be conceived 
with the other (namely, that each 
of them is God 3 and one of them 
15 God the Father, another God the 
Son) they utterly lole the Concep- 
tion of one God, and retain only what 
15 intelligible to them, namely, three 
Divine Perſons, each of then a God. 

We think, that the Church having 
gained her Point, again{t the Fathers 
and Realilis, in the' Lateran Coun- 
cil; and having been in Poffeflion 
of the Truth, for near 5:0 Years 
together : ſhe may now fling off the 
Diſguiſe hitherto uſed, the dangerous 
Tritheiſtick terms, Trinity, Perſons, 
and the reſt ; ſhe may now begin to 
declare the Truth ſhe owns,in Terms 
and Words that are proper for it, 
Why does ſhe frown upon thoſe,nay, 
perſecute them, that believe the Uni- 
ty of God in the Senſe that ſhe 
holds it ; only becauſe they would 
caſt out the Terms that fo plainly fa- 
vour the Tritheiſts, that is, the Rea- 
lifts ? What has the Church to fear ; 
has not the Lateran Council, and all 
Writers ever lince, declared the Re- 
alilis to be Hereticks : therefore what 
need is there to retain their Terms, 
when we have diſcharged the. Noti- 
ons intended by them ? 

*Tis true, we can fay as the Church 
does, three Divine Perfons ; the Fa. 
ther is God, the Son is Gud, the Ho- 
ly Gholt is God 3 taking thele words 
in the Church's 'Senſe, not for ſub- 


ſefting Perſons, that is to ſay, Leving 


Spirtts, 


Spirsts, but for Relations, Proper- 


Lies, Modes, or ſuch like, We can, 


ſay, * God was Incarnate ;, meaning 
he did inhabit the Lord Chritt, after 
an ineffable manner, and without 
Meaſure : which is really as much as 
the Church intends by the word In- 
carnation, We gown the (eternal) 
Generation of the Son or Word, and 
Proceition of the Spirit, by and from 
the Father ; explaining our ſelves, 
with the School-Divines,the Church, 
and divers Fathers, thus: that God 
or the Father, or original Wiidom, 
conceived a moſi perte&t Image of 


himſelf, by anderſtanding, and con- 


{idering his own Perfectionsz, and. 
that he /oveth (or willeth) as well 


as underſtandeth himſelf, We can 
even ſay, three Divine ſubſeſting Per- 
ſons ;, intending with Dr. $--th, the 
Schools,the Lateran Council,and the 
Church, Relative Subſiſtences, whoſe 
Subſiſtence is nothing elſe but their Re- 
lation. Which are Dr. S--tb's expreſs 
words, Tritheiſm charged, p. 156. 

I cannot” but ask it again 3 why 
does the Church keep, or impoſe on 
#8, ſuch Words and Terms; as in 
their preſent Signification, deſtroy the 
Faith we both imbrace ; the Faith of 
the real Unity of God? We can fay 
as the Church ſays, we can uſe her 
Terms ;, becauſe we know her mean- 
ing: but we cannot but ſay of them, 
as Mr, Calvin did (when ask*d his 
Opinion) of the Engliſh Common- 
Prayers, Tolerabiles Ineptie, For in 
very Decd, *tis meer Trifling, and 
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ſomething worſe; when the' ſiggis 
ficationgt* theſe Terms and Words is 
wholly alttx, from what it anti- 
ently was, yet-{itlL to retain them : 
while the Church knows at the ſame 
Tire, that they give wrong Notions 
to the Vulgar, making all our Peo- 
ple Tritheiſis ; and ferve alſo to ani- 


mate, and harden the Realiſts in their 


Hereſy. 

But I muſt do the Church this 
right, to confeſs; that moſt of her 
greatclt Men, particularly the firft 
Reformers, have publiſh'd to all the 
Warld their hearty detire. that all theſe 
terms of the Realiſts were aboli{t”?d ; 
and all were obliged to ule the Scrip- 
ture-Language and Words only: 
which would heal all our Breaches, 
and perfectly reftore our Peace 3 not 
only in this, but in (almoſt) all other 
Queltions and Strifes, Let us hear,of 
ſo many as might be alledged, Dr. 
M, Luther, and Mr. F. Calvzn. 

M, Luther complains; * The word 
© Trinity ſounds odly : it were better to 
© call Almighty God, God 3 than Tr4- 
© nity, Poſtil. major. Dominic, 

Mr. Calvin is yet leſs pleaſed, with 
theſe kind of Terins ; he ſays, © 1 like 
© not this Prayer, O Holy Bleſſed 
© and Glorious Trinity, It favours of 
© Barbarity z—the word Trinity is bar. 
© barous, infipid, -profane, an haman 
© Invention, grounded on no Teſti. 
© mony of God's Word, the Popiſh 
© God, unknown to the Prophets and 
© Apoliles. Admon. 1. ad Polon, 
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 ANIMADVERSI1ONS on 4 Poſt{cript to the 


Defence of Dr. Sherlock, againſt the Calm 
Diſcourſe of the Sober Enquirer : As alſo 


on the Letter to a Friend concerning that 


EFORE, I begin them, I ſhall 
take a little norice of the ſeveral 


Poſticript. 
CharaQters which ſeem to diſtin- 


Þ guiſh cach Author. 


The Door, or Dean, or Defender, (no 
matrer which 1 name, for they Three are 
One) wants. nothing ro make him a good 
Writer, bur a. good Cauſe, and fays as much 
for a bad, as any Man can; nay, and when the 
Nature of the Cauſe will bear no more, he 
makes it good with Magiſterial Grace and big 
Aſſurance, He has always Logiek enough b 
him, to prove a Trinity of Faculties, Relati- 
ons, Modes, to be only a Trinity of Names ; 
and a Trinity of Efſences or Natures, to be a 
Trinity of Gods, All that can be ſaid of him 
1s, that he rakes no care of himſelf, bur ſacri- 
fices his own Hypotheſis, ro make ſure work 
with that of his Adverſary. 

His Adverſary the Enquirer, ſteps forth 
from che Preſs, at his firſt Appearance in the 
Cauſe, with all the winning Civility,and good 
Narure in the World. He will not be ſo rude 
as to ſay, that his Hyporhefis is the certain 
Truth of the Matter 3 only he hopes thar his 
gencle Reader will be ſo courteous, as to grant 
1t & 

The Dean wonld do ae Enquirer a fingy- 


lar Favour, -to let him be now and then of his 


Opinion; bur that being nor granted, purs 
him a little our of remper; yet he quickly 
recovers himſelf, and when he has cur che 
Dean with a bitter Sarcaſm, p. 42. he gives 
him in a healing Parenthefis, an Anonydi- 

In ſhorr, this is the Caſe between che Dean 
and the Enquirer : The.one deals rude and 
heavy Blows ; the other neatly offers dange- 
rous Thruſts. You may fancy them engaging 
like Anas and Mexentivs inVirgil, who main- 
rain the Fight, 


Hic gladio fidens, bic acer & arduns haſts. 


In the firſt Page of the Poſtſcript, I meer 
with theſe words, — I do not intend to exa- 
mine che Book, nor approve or diſprove it 5 
and yer he examin'd the Book, -and that nor 
careleſly neirker, I have again and again con- 
ſider'd choſe Words, and perhaps ar aft have 
ſpelr the juſt Senſe and Meaniog of 'em, and 
yer but part of 'em for why he ſhould dif- 
own intending to examine the Book, that TI 
can't account tor, nor perhaps himſelf. When 
he avows he did not intend to approve the 
Book, he ayows that which is Grammagical- 
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ly and Liceratly true; "ir never came into his 
Head, to ſer- his Seal ro any thing of Mr. 
H—w's drawing up. And when he ſays, he 
did not intend to ditapprove it, that is Rheto- 
rically and Figurarively true : for by the Ft- 
eure call Apphafis, a Man denies to do 
or ſay thar which he ſays moſt emphatt- 


cally, and does molt induſtriouſſy, Having 


now ſaid thus much,, why may not I be al- 
low'd ro-gucls at the Reaſon, why the Dean 


profeſs'd, that he intended nct.to approve or 


diſapprove Mr. Xs Book : poſhbly it might 
be chis 3. He can patiently endure any Hypo- 


'thefis, tro make good the Trinunity, excepr. 


it. be ſuch a ſawcy one, as ſers ir ſelf -up 1n 
competition with his, and would impudent- 
Iy take place cf it. Now better the Article be 
loſt, than that the Man, who flights the Dean's 
Undertaking, ſhould fave ir, or thar- the 
Church ſhould be beholden for. preſerving 
ker Faith entire, ro the Wir and Learning 
of a piriful Diſſenter. 

The Poſtſcript affirms, that tho the En- 
quiver dots not in every particular ſay, what the 
Dean ſays, yt be ſays what will juſtify the Dean 
again(t the beavy Charge of Tritheiſm. The Poſt- 
ſcript wakes good -this. Aﬀfirmation thus, 


—-What th: Dean ſays of Three diſtin, eternal, . 


zufinite Minds, that My. He ſays as plainly, and 
in more obnoxious Terms, What a lamentable 
Argument is this ? Will Mr. Z's broad Tri- 
-hexſtical Diſcourſe evince thar Mr. Dean has 
Not wade juſt ſuch anorher ?- Will Clodirs's 
Lewdnels. abſolve all the wild Gallarts 10 
Rome 2 He thar (ers ap-three Gods, and rhere- 
by ſhews what lictle Reverence he has for the 
one true God, though he may chance to find 
others, who preach and print as perverfly as 
Himſelf; is nevertheleſs a Tritheiſt; their 
running into the ſame wicked Error, will 
not at all'excuſe-him. Again, 1t 1s to be 
nored, that the Dean in charging. Mr, #. to 
have uſed more obnoxious Terms than him- 
felf,.. [he means more liable to be under- 
ſtood,. as implying three Gods } does grant 


chac he himſelf has uſed obnoxious Terms 3- 


Terms implying three Gods 3. then 1s he 


more-to be'-blamed-than Mr. H—w# be 


cauſe, though” he be an unlucky Tritheiſt, 


yer does not ſeem to know it; bur the Dean 
proteſſes to know the bad Conſequence of 
his obnoxious Terms, and yer is not aſha- 
med to uſe them, 

The Dean has briefly and fairly recount- 
ed whar Manner of Repreſentation Mr. X. 
has given of a Trinity in the Godhead, 
which may be yet more briefly ſer down 
thus; — * God can unite two Spirits in 
& as cloſe an Union as Soul and Body, which 
« after their Union fhall remain diſtin- 
« gniſh'd by their own individual Eſſences, 
« and diſtin& by their fingular Eſſences; and 
« if he -can- thus unite Two, then Three 


« and if Three, then ir-muſt be granted ” 
. * poflible, that Three eternal uncreated 


«© Spirirs may be united in the Godhead, 
« retaining cheir ſeveral Diſtin&tons, nor- 
« withſtanding the cloſe and numerical U- 
«<-rjon, Further, — the Union of the Divine 
<«-and Humane Nature in one Perſon, is not 
« more conceivable, nor poflible, than the 
© Union of chree diſtin&-Efſences, or wdi- 
&«- yidual Natures in the Godhead. 

Now is Mr. Dean, in the Malice of his 
'Hearr, for ſending Mr. H—w to Dr. S—th, 


to know of him if this be nor Tritheiſm : - 


Bur for my part, if T were to die for*r, I 
could find no_ Difference. between them. 
Three diftin& Minds or Spirits, and Three 
diftint 'Eflences or Natures, with all the 
Perfe&ions of the Godhead in all and every 


of rhem, canbe no leſs than three Gods. Yet: 


the Dean is pleaſed to ſay [ looking upon 
Mr, H, as a convicted Tritheift, without a- 
word to offer for his Hypotheſis] that rhe 
Animadverter charges him (the Dean) with 
Tritheiſm only by conſequence, Bleſs us! 
how would he be charged ? He has had the. 
Luck hitherto, and I hope will have the: 


Wir hereafter, to forbear the aſſerting in- 


=p Terms, that there be Three Gods ; bur 
is Hypotheſis plainly implies it, and Mr. 
H-—w's does no more : and Dr, S—th has 
proved his Charge againſt the Former, No, 
no, ſays the Dean, for three diſtin& Minds 
axe-not three diſtin Subſtances or _ ; 
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No! Whar are they then.? Why, they are 
three diftin& chinking Beings : Defence of Dy. 
Sher. Notion, p..86. This Dean-may advance 
whar Notions he pleaſes, and never ftand-1n 
fear of any Arguments which can be broughr 
againſt him ; for as Mr. Bays in the Rehearſal, 
out-wrote all his envious Brethren, by the 
help of a Drama Common-place-Book, ſo he 
with che help of an Ecclefiaſtical-Policy 
Ccmmor-place-Book, when he has advanced 
fooliſh and inconſiſtent Notions, ſhall eaſily 
reconcile himſelf ro himſelf, and make good 
rhar Concluſion which beſt ſauces his preſent 
Purpoſe; or when the worſt comes to the 
worſt, puzzle the Cauſe, ſave his Honour, 
[ which 1s all he cares for] and hide his 
Nonſenſe. 


The Rules of that wonderful Book, arc 


J fad to be theſe. | S 
\, The firſt Regula fducie, or the Rule of 


Aſſurance, This Rule dire&s him, firſt, in 
cauſa ſimplici, as rhus : If. rhe Importunicy of 
Hereticks forces.us to find Names for that, to 
which, narhing in Nature anſwers, if they will 
not give us leave, we muſt rake leave ro uſe 
fich Names as we can find.: Def. p. 14+ 
24ly ; It impowers. him to cur off the dan- 
gerous Horns, of a mercile(s Dilemma, with 
a Fore-ſtroak rhe one, with a Back-ſtroak 
the other; as thus: If a ſawcy Adverſary 
charges him with Self-comradi&ion, he tells 
him, that ir is 1 to know what 4 
ContradiRjon is.: and when hiaſclf charges 
a Tranſubſtanciating Blockhead with. Scit- 
contradiRion, then Ir; 1s ro know 
what a ContradiQtion is. V indic. of This. p. 4. 


His Second Rule is Regula-conſartss, or the 
Rule of Company.z it may be call'd Regula 
reeviminationis : this Rule may have two In- 
rentions 3 both which he follows with this 
one Reſolurion, notts be damy'd alone, give 
him Company and it's apother thing: Henee 
you have him frequently returving Railing 
for Railing, and he can hardly forbear in 
.opett-words the baſe Language of grinning- 


Dog: to Dr. 9-—th; Df. p.' 39. He does 
give it him by Rhecorical in{inuation; and 
when he has made his Adverſarics Opinion 
appear as abſurd as his own, he thinks him- 
ſelf ſafe; for why may nor he have the luck 
ro be thought in che Right, when they char 
oppoſe him cannct mend the Matter ? Thus 
when Dr. $-—th tells him, that Three di- 
ſtint Minds are Three diſtin& Subſtances; 
he replies, thac according to the received 
Definition of a Perſon, | which 15, Sub/zantic 
Individua nature rationais) Three Perſons 
are Three diſtin& Subſtarcces 3 and ler the 
Door bring off Three Perſons, he will da 
as much for Three Minds : Def. p. 89, And 
thus he diſpures, and is roo hard for all that 
own the Arhanaſian- Creed, and explain the 
Myſtery. orherwiſe than he does: If (faith 
he ) every diſtin& Perſon inthe Trinity, be 
not a diftin& infinite erernal Mind, there's 
an end of the Dean's Nocion; bur then there 
will be an end of a Trintty- of Divine Perſons 
alſo, .and we ſhall have nothing lefe bur a 
Trinity of Modes, Poſtures, Names. Def. p.8. 


His Third Rule is Regulz priſore, or the 
Rule of Diſguiſe : By this Rule he-winds and 
rurns things as he pleaſes; ſhows how chings 
are true, and how falſe ; and how neither 
true nor falſe, For example ; when he had 


" never a good material Image of the Trini- 


ty, nothing bur a faint Reſemblance or two 
of it; he ſays that the proper and natural 
Signification of Words cannot reach the My- 
ſtery.z a Theological Uſe of words perhaps 
may repreſent ir; Def. p. 13. and to prove 
the Trivicy, they muſt be forc'd to uſe im- 
oper Words in unnatural Significations : 
for, ſays he, the Names of DiſtinRionin or- 
dinary uſe, nor only diſtinguiſh, but divide 
and ſeparate their SubjeRs 3 bur-in che Tri- 
nity, the word Perſonis us'd-in the Senſe of 
Diſtin&ion, and not of Separation, 3. e. in 
a ſenſlets Senſe, in a Senſe-whereof we have 
noe Idea, i0-an impoſiible Senſe, or to ſpeak 
fully, in-che Dean's Senſe, A Tiinunity, in the 
proper Signification of Worels, ts a Figment 3 
1n the improper, an Article of Fajch, Bur 
A 2 now 
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now for 1m con Maſtr: to diſguiſe all, perhaps 

*is nor Figmient, nor Article of Faith 3- for 
in his Vindicat, of the Tiinit, p. 4. he confeſ- 
ſes, that he neither un nds, nor com- 
prehends the thing whereof he ſpeaks: and 
1 he don't, no Body elſe does, that's cer- 
rain; fo then *cis ro no purpoſe to diſpute 
the Controverſy, bur 'cis- dixe&t madneſs to 
fault his Explication. 


EKis Fourth Rulc, is Regula MMeioſtos, or 
the Rule of Extenuation, and lefſening the 
Matter, when it looks groſs, and like an 
avergrown Monſter. Thus: he pleads, that 
fiis new Divinicy may notdiſguſt his Reader : 
Cuſtom indeed has not. made the Form: of 
his Expreſſions Orthodox, bur they have no 
Hererical Senſe in them, Again, Tho the 
living Tmage is the. ſame Man with the Pro- 
roty pe 3 . yer-*cis no mortal Sin againſt Logic, 
and common Senſe, to ſay thata Man, and 
His living - Image, - are two diftin& Men.. 
Def. p. 3I. 


ths Fifth Rule, is Regula Suppefetorum, or 
the Rule.of purcing Caſes 3 nor-ſuch as the 
Gentlemen of the Temple pur; which have 
happen'd, .and may do ſoagain, bur of pur- 
ting Caſes which never did, never can hap- 
pen. This is a ſingular Rule, and of. infi- 
nite uſe :. for let him coin a, Notion, hike 
which there js nothing in all Nature, ſuch as 
the natural Uniry. of mutual Conſciouſneſs 3 
why, *tis bur ſuppoſing an impoſlible Caſe, 
and the airy Notion 15 as eaſily convey'd 
ro your Mind as.you.could wiſh. Def. p. 33. 
Oo: the wonderful Virtue 7s an impoſſible 
Caſe ſuppos'd, to convey the true meaning 
of an ded ro Myſtery to the Mind 


of a Man! Again thus, He ſes a Man, 
with 2a living ſubſtancial perte&t Image of. 
himſelf; which living. ſubſtantial .perieR. 


of himſelf, is but che very ſame Man. 

as himſelf; rho ſomerimes perhaps they. 
may be wo Men, 5. e. when they don't a-- 
LYEC. Ds o P31. Once more, He ſuppoſes: 
* 2Beaſt cobe.a Perſon 3 .nor..char he thought: 


the Expreſſion proper, but only by way of 
Alluſion, and Accommodation, the berrer ro 

repreſent the Union of Two Natures into 

One Perſon, which are Two Perſons, of 

ſomething as like Two Perſons, as their Na- 

tures wilt permit them, when they ſubſiſt a- 

part. Def. p. 46, Wharif 1 ſhould'pur an 

idle Caſe, Had I rhis-Man's Deanery, could 

not I talk as-wiſely ?. 


His Sixth Rule, is Regula Tenebrarum, or 
the Rule of darkning the Matter, Thus 
having ofren granted, that the whole Divine 
Eſſence was m the Father, and in the Son, 
and in the Holy Ghoſt ; ro prevent. the 
Conſequence, that then there are Three 
Divine Eſſences, he carefully diſtinguiſhes 
and tells his Reader, that the whole Divine 
Effence ſubfiſts thrice, not by multiplying, 
but by repeating ir ſelf. There's a Vail 
thrown over the Matter now 3 and where's 
the Man that has-that Eagle's, or Epidaurie 
an Serpent's Eye as to pterce through ic? 
But after all, I could with, that he had for- 
bore this DiſtinRion, for hence may ariſe a. 
knotry Queſtion, which may give Poſtericy 
much trouble, viz; Wherher a Sinner that 
repeats his Injuſtice, Intemperance, . and 
Lying, may be ſaid ro multiply his-Ioiqui- 
ries * or -whether all is bur one Faulr, ſub- 
ſiting ofrer-by frequent repetition ? 

He has darkning Diaintions, ſome 
in common with his Trinirarian Friends and- 
Enemies, fuch as Creation, Generation, Pro- 
ceſhon; other peculiar to himſelf, ſuch as 


'ris one ehing to confider a Perſon diſtinaly 
and by himſelf, another ro conſider him ſe- 


parately-and apart : bur for a thick cloudy 
one, you ſhall not meer with one more ſer- 
viceable- than this, The Divine Nature is. 
one individual Nature; but. not. one ſingle 
Nature, Def. p. 18; 


Fcome now-to his laſt Rule, which indeed. 

an a_ is I bur he. uſes ir tg 
y, one might 1magine It 'was Ni 

main Rule : confider it ſepararcly; and __ 
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from the reſt, and ir is plain that it is no 
Rule of his z but confider ir diſtintly, and 
you'l find that ir is a Rule to him, ay, and 
that more proper words could not have 
been thought on to repreſent it, for ir is 
call'd Regula o5liviſcentie, or the Rule of For- 
gerfulneſs. By rhis Rule, withour bluſhing, 
he rells Dr. S—tb, chat three diſtin-Minds, 
are three diſtin chinking Beings, not three 
diſtin& Subſtances ; Def, p. 8y. tho p. 19. 
he had diſputed againſt rhe Being of but one 
ſingle Divine Narure in the Godhead, quored 
and conſented with Viftorinus Afer,- that *tis 
not lawful to ſay there is but one Subſtance, 
Thus alſo, p, 26. he ſays, that he does-prc- 
fefſedly teach, thar each of-che three Per- 
ſons has entirely all the Perfeftions of the 
Divine Nature, Divine Wiſdom, Power and 
Goodneſs; and rherefore cach of them is 
an eternal infinite Mind, diſtin& from each 
other : tho he had ſaid, p. 26. that neither 
the Son, nor Holy Ghoſt, was an abſolute, 
complear, ind ent God 3-and yet one 
would think, the Perſon that has all the Per- 
fetions of the Godhead, ſhonld be a _— 


God. *'Twere eaſy. ro give more. I 
of his praticeof the Rule of Forgerfulne(; 


but I will nor foreſtal Dr. S—th, I only take 
leave to Obſerve, that ir is a very ſhameful 
PraQice, and not to be indur'd in any Man 
bur the Dean; bur inhim. it may be indur'd, 
becauſe he can ſhade it by the Rule of Dark- 


neſs, Rule the. Sixth 3 or alrer the Looks of- 


ir, by che Rule of Diſguiſe, Rule che Third ; 


or throw the diſgrace of it upon his Ad-- 


ro conſider, whether he be concern'd in that 
of St. Pay! to Timothy; If any Man teach 6- 
therwiſe, and  conjont not- to wholeſom Words; 
tven the Words of our Lord Feſus Cirift, and 
tothe Doftrine which is according to Godtinths : 
Ht is proud, mg nothing, but doting about 
Queſtimms and flhijes of. Words, whereof cometh 
Envy, Striſe, Railings, evil Sutmiſiags. Et 
Ts £709: S27vaAn, % un Tev49 yeret/ U Jt» 
aivea Ao20is Ts Ts Kuvers nu Inoy X25e, 
x, 74 va] woifercy diSu513) ig, 75m pomay: 
unity 63192 Cr, 4X4 vor meet CuTir 
THs X&) M9Hi Hogs £5. wn were: poovCr, 
Serss GAAGONKIGL: Vrnvucs TmIAEgs. Upon 
the word A29wayiay, Strife of Words, E- 
raſmus notes, quod Interpres Grecus-dixerit guts 
ous MoHGuwy, which, bur for the tried and 
known Loyaley-and Orthodoxy of ce Dean, 
would render (cdiztous Reaſonings, 


To retern from this long Digrefiton, if 
ſuch is bez for chough ic is off from the: 
Poſiſcript,- yer net alcogether- beſide the 
Matter. The Dean juſtly and truly ob» 
ſerves, that Mr. H--w's Three Spirits, and- 
Efſences, and Individual Natures, which: 
make up the Unity of the Godhead, as he: 
has repreſented ir, do nor ſeem to be Infi-- 
nice : for, that which Three become by be-- 
ig united, not any one of - them can be ſup- 
pos'd to be, confider'd by himſelf:-If each 
cannot-be confider'd by himſelf, then che 


Three cannot be diſtinguiſh'd 3- if each can* 


be confider'd-by himſclf, each muſt- be con-- 
ſider'd as not wholly the ſame wirk all-rhe 


Three in Union, Bur the Dean forgerfully, . 
and unruly ſays, that heallows but One Di-- 
vine Effence, and- One individuab Nature ;- 
for, [not ro take noxice of that pitiful Non» 

ſenſe, One Divine Nature repeated tn Three- 


verſaries, . by the Rule of Company, or- Re- 
crimination, Rule the Second 3 or prove ir 
no ſhameful PraRice, by che Rule of parting 
Caſes, Rule the Fifth; or rake off from the 
Odiouſneſs of ir, by the Rule of Extenuati- 


on, Rule the F : andif none of all theſe Perſons without Mulezplication } P: 94. of- 
help him in his Diſtreſs,. he has his firſt- his Self- he has theſe expreſs words,: 
Rule, che Rule of Afurance, - which is, 9Ze- The Dean no- Divine-Subſtance, or Eſſence, 


diftint# from the three-Divine Perſons; bus that* 
the Eſſexce makes the Perſon, Whar he mean” 
by the Efſence makes the Perſoo, 1 do nor- 
well know z bur'cis moſt manifeſt, that if a- 
Divine -Efſeuce, and-a Divine - Perſon, = 

hos 


y o2goy 3 by which he will ourface the 
ne in re by animo fs utare bono, quvat, 
xt nibil. ſuprd, Bur after all theſe helpful. 
Rules of his Eccleſiaſtical-Polity Common- 
place-Book, as a Friend, [ would adviſe him- 
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the ſame without diſtinRion, thar then there 
are as many Eſſences as Perſons, and Per- 
ſons as Efſences, nor more nor leſs. In my 
mind, Three Divine Eſſences, are roo ma- 
ny by two; he had berrer loſe rwo Perſons, 
than be overſtor'd with Divine Eſſences 3 
for otze Divine Eſſence, and one Divine 
Perſon, - is enough for any truly honeſt and 
religious Man, 

When the Dcan declares, that ro own 
Three Effſerices, and Three individual Na- 
tures in the Godhead, withour making 
Thrce Gods, ſeems to have ſome Difhcul- 
ty : methinks he ſeems to fear, that the 
ſame may be ſaid of his Three Minds, Bur 
as I have above nored, Three fingle Efſen- 
ces he can admir of, and they will go for 
Three individual Eiſences, with any Man 
thar has a thinking Mind, and no myſterious 
B-cauſe to ſerve. 

Mr. H— w having ſaid, in his Sober Enquiry, 
that the Dean's Hypotheſis lefr our the very 
Nexus, thar ſhould unite the Three Perſons, 
and chat murual Conſciouſneſs berween Two 
or Three Spirits, - will nor conſtiture them 
one Thing, The Dean anſwers him with 
ſtudied RgſpeR ro his Rule of Diſeniſe ; Mu- 
tual Conſciouſurſs ( fays he ) #5 not a Mutual 
Isfpeftion, or Inſight imto one another, but 4 
feeling each other in themſelv?zs, Bur for my 
.parr, | hate a Diſpuitez and therefore I 
will make as bold with him, as he with the 
Unirarians 3 and if he will not give me 
leave, I will rake leave to pull it off, 

- Mutual Conſciouſreſs (ſays he) is nor a 
Mutual PerſpeRion, or Intighr into another, 
but a Feeling each other in themſelves, 
Now I will prove, thar it is both a Seeing, 
and Feeling, nay, and a knowing too each 
cther in themſelves. Def. p. 73. © Perſons 
« eflentially one by Mutual Conſciouſneis, 
« do ſee, and know, and feel each other 
< in themſelves, as every fingle indivi- 
,* dual Mind feels jrs own Thoughts and 
* Paſhons. If the Dean will exceptagainſt 
this Author, there's an End of my Argu- 
ment 3 bur, I think, he has more Venera- 
tien tor him than fo, Now by this which 1 


have here obſfery'd, -I do ſee, and feet, and 
know, that the Dean's ſtudy 1s not to frame 
an Anſwer to his Adverſary's Obje&ion, a- 
greeable to his firſt Explanation of his bar- 
barous Terms ; bur ro ſay what is neceſſa- 
ry to be ſaid, for the putring by a preſſing 
unmannerly Obje&ion, whether ir agree 
with his Explanation or not, And then a- 
gain it 15 worth noting, he is pleaſed to call, 
a Feeling each other in themſelves, {by which 
he defines Mutual Conſciouſneſs) an inter- 
nal vital Senfation. Now Senſation will 
rake 1n Sering, as well as Feeling; and then 
Murual Conſciouſneſs, if he keeps to the let- 
rer, will be Knowing each orher in them- 
ſelves. In ſhort, Seeing, Feeling, Knowing 
each other in themſelves, are Forms of cx- 
prefling, which he uſcs promiſcuouſly 3 not 
very Orchodox indeed, but there 1s no He- 
rerical Senſe under them 3 no Senfe ar all 
that I know of : bur as he complements 
Dr. S—th, they are Gipy-Cant. Hold, I cry 
him Mercy, for Gipſfies underſtand one ano- 
ther's Gibberiſh. His not very Orthodox Ex- 
preſſions, may perhaps be bercer call'd Roſy- 
crucian Cant 3 for that myſterious Order of 
Philoſophers, are the Perſons that I 
know of, befides our groſs Tritheiſts, wha 
uſe Words wichour any intelligible mean- 
ing. 
Mutual Conſciouſneſs, is really nothing 
but a ſhameful Inſtance of the Dean's Fa- 
culry in purting impoſhble Caſes, which it 
were not difficult ro expoſe ; bur his way is, 


£o eaſe his Adverſary of thar Labour, and do 


ir himſelf, His Self-Conſciouſneſs' refures 
his Mucual Conſciouſneſs, 5. e. if he has de- 
fin'd them aright 3 for how ſhould he, that 
by Self-Conſciouſnefs feels himſelf ro be 
hamſelf, by Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, feel him- 
ſelf ro be ſome Body elſe? Iris true, an 
intelligible Senſe of rheſe words may be gi- 
ven: As thus, Iam conſcious ro my fclf of 
what I think, ſay, or do 3 and what ts known 
tomeand my Friend, of that we two. are 
murually conſcious : Bur the Dean never 
underſtands words in their proper and ne- 
rural Hgnification, is neyer conrented, = 


_ 


a * 
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he has made them fignify, what no Body ſuch faint Reſemblances as they can ger, As 

can underſtand, nor he declare wichour talk- for the Union of two Natures, I have a ber- 

| ing backward and forward, ſo ſhamefully, ter Reaſon for rejeQing than the Dean by 

| thac were it not for fear of his Vinditive much, ir is building Myſtery upon Myſtery, 

Spirit, every Man would do as Dr. S—th has and proying one Dream by the help of atio- 

done, 3, e. ſhow him his PiRure, I had al- ther. 
| moſt ſaid, his /iving and ſubſtantial Image. Mr. H—w's Unity of the Godhead is 
Bur he is ſure that Mr. —w can never fuch, and no other, than the Dean ſpeaks 
form any Notion of the Union of Spiricual it 3 ſuch an Union of Three Spiritual Be- 
Eſſences, without Mutual Conſciouſne., It ings, and Individual Natures, as together 
muſt be his Prejudice then that hinders [ which is fairly call'd, by Compotition ] 
him, for Spiricual Efſences may be unixred confticure the Godhead, Agairſt this No- 
by Conſenc ;- but that's not the Union he riob, he ſays ſome things weakly ; thoſe che 
intends, he intends an Efſential Union,. and Letter takes notice of, and perhaps I may 
that's an Efſential-Contradiftion, and Sub- alſo ſpend my Verdiet on them there : other 
ſtancial Nonſenſe. things he ſays well, and with ſound Reaſon, 

The Dean fairly recounts, that Mr, #—w burin them he is moſt unlucky ; for inſtead 
repreſents the Lniry of the Godhead, by of Three Spiricual Beings, Tizrec Individual 
che Union of Soul and Body, which make Natures, read Three Minds;- cr Perſons 3 - 
one Man ;- and by the Linion of the Divine and lis Arguments conclude equally againſt 
and Humane Nature, which are faid ro make his own Hypocheſis. Infſhorr, what he ſays 
one Chriſt. Now he criticiſes, and affirms well, comes co this ;- If all Three are bur 
theſe to be Perſonal Unions, [mE&aning Uni- One God, then not any One by himſelf is 
ons of divers things, which make one Per- that One God : and this he ſays Mr. H—w 
ſon} bur cannot be the Unity of the God- has own'd, p. 47, and I think his words 
head, in which chere is a Trivity of di- come near ir, which are theſe; ben you 
Rink Perſons. 1 know- no inconvenience of Pr*dicate Godbead of any One of the PFjons, you 
allowing accordivgeo common Acceptation, *Xxpreſs an inadequats Conctption of God. : 
that Soul and Bedy make up one thing, call'd Bur to prove himſelf a ſounder Trinjcarian, 

Man; nor know I whit Mr. #--w can ger he ſays thathe owns, and that none are Or- 
| by ic, for neither of the rwo (ingly is Manz thodox Chriſtians bur they who own ſo too, 
| or if each of them ſingly-is ſo, rogerher that the Father has che whole entire Divini- 
| they muſt make up a double Man : Which ty 18 himſelf, that the ſame ſubfiſts in che 
| was the Fancy of the filly Indian it Joby Son, .the ſame inthe my Ghoſt 3 that each 
Dreyden's Play. by himſelf in the moſt proper. adequare 

Conception, 15 true and- perfet God, tho - 

I hill d a double Man, the one half lay all Three are bur One and the ſame God; + 

Upon the Ground, tht other ren away. which does plainly and undeniably prove, - 

| that the Dean, and all his Orchodox Chriſti- 

But the Dean reje&s-cheſe Unions, (he ans do believe, that the Father, Son, and <4 
fays) becauſe they are nor the Unions of Holy Ghoſt, arc One and Three, in one and- 
diſtin& Perſons. Bur that is not fair, for he the ſame reſpe&. For that Godhead, which- - 
himſelf has confeſs'd, once and again, that by them 1s predicated of every of the Three 
chere is norhing in Nature like Three Per- ſeparately, that very Godhead js predicated © 
ſons in One Godhead ; And I muſt cake leave of the whole Three conjunctly, © 
to tell him, thar-if- chere were, Mr. #—w The Dean ſays, that Nr. #—7#'s Notion 
is. a5 like to find ic as he : But ſince there is+ of the Unity of the Godhead, is ſuch, that © 


nas, 'they. muſt- e'6n- þorh be-concenr with neither the Scriptures, nor the Jace 
| WFch, - 


fi 


— 
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Church know any thing of ir. I am of che 


Mind, that the Scriptures know as much of - 


the Hypotheſis of one df rhem, as of thar of 
the other : and as for the Antiene Church, 
avho can rell what he means by it? the Fa- 
thers beyond rhe acknowledg'd Rules of 
good Life, neither agree with one another, 
-nor any one with himſelf ; bur I gueſs his 
Antient Church ro be made up of rhoſe pare» 
xicular Doors whom he judges to have 
,talk'd his Way, though I won't {ware but 
they may have drop'd a word or-two in fa- 
your of Mr, H—w's Divine -Compoſi- 
r]on, 
-. Whereanylate Socinian Writers have de- 
clar'd rhemſclves willing ro compound rhis 
Diſpute of a Trinity of Divine Perſons, for 
the Three Artrributes of Power, Wiſdom and 
.Goodneſs, | know nor. I beg the Dean's pardon 
if I wrong him, when I believe he wrongs 
rthem-: for 1 obſerve that they have noted 
that there are other as cfſential Attributes 
of God, as the Three mention'd, wiz, Truth, 
and 7Zultice, and ſo the Myſtery will confiſt of 
-five Parts; and that is two more-than it did, 
when ir had-two.too-many. And then if any 
of the Trinjrarians make bur an Attribute of 
the H, Ghoſt, yer they all do atid muſt allow 
-Jeſus Chriſt ro be a Perſon, and they all do 
affirm him to be one, and che ſame God with 
the Father, which I am very ſure the Soci- 


Rians will by no meats agree to. Indeed when 


the Trinjtarians 


explain che Triniey, by cal- 
ling God as the Creator, Father ; aa 
deemer, Son; as SanRifier, the Holy Ghoſt; 


the Socinians ſay, for Peace ſake they can en- 
dure: _ hr then _ alſo 7 honkategpr 
Way © ing, 4n my 
from the Queſtion: for ſuppoſe that ſome 
Trinicarians could part with the perſonal 
Deity of the Holy Ghoſt, yer they are a)l per- 
tinacioufly zealous for this impoſſible Piece 
of the Myſtery, that Jeſus Chriſt is one and 
the ſame God with his eternal Father; and 
then, though they may perhaps fomerimes 
think ro ſhelter themſelves under the 
Profeflion of One God, for various Reaſons 
variouſly denominated,yer they cannot com» 
pound the Controverſy abour Three Perſons, 
for Three Actribures. Jeſus Chriſt is a Perſon, 
and I chink they allmake him one in the Tri- 
nity; and they may as well make three Per- 
ſons to be one God as two, and as well ſome 
C—_ as _ Rods. m 
Dean cgregiouſly miſtakes one thing, 
v#7, that the Socimians are afraid of the Hy- 
pothefis of Three Divine Perſons, cach of 
which is God: - bur I will afſure-him_ 'cis no 
ſuch thing 3 though they are aſham'd of it, 
*ris ſo infinicely abſurd, and manifeſtly _— | 
ſible, chey need nor be afraid of it; for 
ſon will never-cecomnſend ir, only. Perſecu- 
tion may frighr chem from .cxamining ir, 
who were bred up tat. 


_ 
I Li hy, wo” 


hy 


On Mr. H:-w's Letter in reply to the Poſtſcript. 


Nec - quenquam jam ferre poteſt Ceſarve priorem, 
Pompeiuſuve parem. — —— 


Ould Ceſar and Pompey have agreed 

tro ſhare Empire between them, 

' they might hes. Rome, and 
the World as they pleas'd : but Pompey proud 
of his carly Fame, and long Protercity, 


would -needs 'be -uppermoſt, while -Ceſar's 
Succeſs againſt the' Gauls prempern o ro 
endure no Superiour: ſo r ivided their 
Intereſts ; the Event was, Ceſar was roo 
for Pompey by his'Valour; Bywxc and 


fu 


us by their Freachery too hard for Ce- 


ar. 

Would Mr. H—w, and Dean Sherlock a- 
gree to ſhare the Honour of explaining the 
myſterious Dodrine of the Trinity berween 
them, ir would be a great ſtroke rowards 
perſwading Church-men and Diſſenters to 
Orthodox Tritheiſm ; bur as ill-luck will 
have it, to the Prejudice of every Diotre- 
pbes, whether of Church or Tabernacle, the 
Dean is pertinacious for his Hypotheſis, there 
"muſt be Three diftin® Minds in one Numerical 
Godhead, or no Trinity : and Mr. K—w, that 
could be contened to have his Scheme ad- 
mitted as'poſſible, cannor endure to have ir 
ſet by, as Hereſy. So they c_—_ one ano- 
ther ro the ſcoffing Railery of Theiſts, and 
Atheiſts, ro the Scandal of weak, and to the 
Comempt of wiſe and good Men. This ap- 
pears-on the Dean's part from what ] have 
ſaid in my Examination'of his Poſtſcript, and 
will appear from 1 hat I have to ſay on Mr. 
H-—w's Letter. / Mr, H—wreduces the Diſ- 
pure -berweer him and the Dean, to theſe 
rwo Heads: 1, Whether the Enquirer has 
ſaid more than the Dean, or more, than is 
defenſible of rhe DiſtinRion of the ſacred 
Three in'the Godhead. 2. Whether the 
Dean hath'faid ſo much as the Enquirer, or 
ſo much as was requiſite of rheir Union. Of 
che firſt,” I affirm they have both ſaid more 
than 1s defenſible : rhere is indeed ſome 
Difference in the Sound of their Terms, bur 
their Senſe on borh Sides is <qually Abſurd 
and Tritheiſtical, a + 

Three Minds and Spirirs, Three Eſſences 
and individual Natures ; if every of them is 
ſuppoy'd to have all Divine PerfeRions, e- 
very of them is ſuppos'd ro be a True God, 
and all of them to be Three Gods. _ One and 
the ſame is the Hyporheſſs of thefe two angry 
Wrirers; only varigated with differentTerms 
of Art. They catch, and cavil at one another, 
for ſome lirtle By-ſayings or Omifſions, but 
return not one wiſe word to rhe plain Argu- 
ments wherewirh they condemn one another 


- Theyare murually felf:conſcious of theig 


4 


(9) 


Pagan Error, and chat ſuppreſſes the Pride of 
—_ ſo when they. fain would raiſe 
their Voices roa triumphal 7o, all-they can 
reach is, 1 will indicate Three Mind's from being 
Three Gods, as wall as you Three Natures; 4#d 
I will aſſert Three Natures to be but One God, 4s 
well as you Three ”_ Before I read Mr, 
H—w's Letter, I could ngt have lnagin'd 
that he would have rivall'd his1nſolent Ad- 
verſary inthis weak Abſurdity; bur I ſee an 
indefenfible Cauſe will ſhame a Man of excel- 
lenc Parts, and high Provocation pur a calm 
Enquirer beſide his Temper: For thus, p. 
the 9th, Mr. H—w, denying the Charge of 
having expreſly ſaid, and exrenuating his 
having implied, that the ſacred Three are 
Three diſtin& Subſtances, is conrenc wich 
this ſorry Reply 3 — There # ſomewhat move 
confiderable in the Notion of Subſt1»ce, according 
whereto, if the Dean can mak a (hiſt t9 avoid the 
having of any inconvenient thing prov'd upon bim 
by conſequence, Thope the Enquirty may find a Wat 
to eſcape as well, 

Mr. H—w never roſe above hoping weil 
of his Hypothefis: here he ſeems ro deſpair, 
and the myſterious Article may go where ir 

ill, if his Honour be bur as ſafe as the Dean's: 
I it 1s a reaſonable Deſire ro eſcape bur 
as well as the Dean, and ir is ill luck if he does 
not; yet I believe he is not like to eſcape 
much better neither, 

The Dean in hisSelf-defence takes the Cqn- 
fidence to affirm, char he allows bur one Di- 
vine Eſſence, one Individual Nature in the 

d: Mr. H—w is content cointimate, 
thar he believes the Dean has ſaid the concra- 
ry in his Vindicationz I am ſure on'r, and 

make bold to point ro one notorious 
Place, it is p. 47, there he teaches, thar the 
Divine Perſons are ſubſtantial Brings ; and that if 
each Perſon bt God, uach Perſon bas a teal Bring, « 
real Nature and Eſſence of his awn. This is e- 
nough 2 conſcience ; Three diſtin& Perſons 
with each his real Nature,” muſt needs make 
Three real Natures ; and if cach Perſon is 
God, cach Nature is God | for 'ris the intel- 
ligeng..Natufe. which irures the Per» 
ſop]. and then there be- chree dine, 

B whi 
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whith direc Natures are three Gods., 
To the Dean profeffing ro own but one 
Divine Effence, Mr. H— w lightly objeRts, 
ehar the contrary appears from his Hyper- 
metaphyfical Fancy, upon that ge 3 
The Son is the expreſs Image of bis Father : for 
the Dean deſcanrs thar the Image, and the 
Frotorype muſt be diftin, and rwo in num» 
ber; and he illuſtrates ir, by the Similieude 
of the May, and his living Image, which muſt 
needs make rwo Men, if rhere be ſuch a thing 
as a living [mage of a Man; and if there be 
mor, who can help it? 'cis no faulr of his: 
And after all, may nor an impoſſible Suppo- 
Grion (to uſe Mr. H—w's Phraſe), though 
i does not come to the Marrer, yet ſerve t0 
free our Minds, and diſentangle them from being 
wider a neeeſſity to conceive things to be, after 
fuch a manner, as will one of Tek. 
from Socinian Hereſy ? Bur enough of the Dean's 
nauſcous Nonſenfical Meraphyſicks. 
Mr. X——w ſpares the Dean upon his Di- 
ſtinRion berween one individual Nature, and 
one fingle Nature, only throws him one 
Pun to confound him ; if rhe Divine Nature 
be not a fingle Nature, it muſt be a double, a 
rriple, &'s. and then concludes fairly, chat 
the Dean has afferted Three Divine Natures, 
unle(s all ordinary forms of Speech muſt be 
abandon'd and forſaken : and 1 wHl be bound 


zo diſpute this Cauſe with either of them 3. 


ay, and ler chem change the ordinary forms 
of Speech, (of which the one is as guilty as 
the other) provided rhey will defme thei 
vew Forms, and in their Diſcourſe keep ro 
their own Definitions. 

As Mr. H—w tells the Dean, Hf the Divine 
Nature is not a ſingle, then 'ris a double, Sc. 
& Tell him, if the Divine Nature is nor fim- 
ple, it is d, end forhe Dean and he 
may ſhake Hands. ' Bur MP, #—wdefires it 
may be noted, that rhere is this'grear Diffe- 
rence berween him and the Dean : The Dean 


tpeaks poſitively, dogmarically and proudly ; 


whereas he (Mr. A.) does but ſuppoſe what 
he ſays as pollible, not certaitr | the twolaft 

had been better - 
wie way, for him.ro endegyour to prove 


5 a poobelals nat pure from 


Hyporhefis poſſible, is to ſuppoſe it uncer- 
tain. Well, *cis granted, there is ſuch a 
ſort of Difference berween him and the 
Dean 3 Mr. #-—w has a Paſſion for the Arti- 
cle, Mr. Dean for his Expoſition of it ; Mr. 
H-—w-does what he can to make out the 


| Marrer, he would give any thing it were: 


made out 3 ay, though it were by his Ad-- 
verfary, he hopes it will be made out, though 
he is afraid nor by himſelf: but the Dean 
ofitively affirms, that che Doftrine is plain- 
y true after his particular Manner 3 and he 
ridicules all his Brethren, who, being equal- 
iy CT ow it, _ rake up with any 
wer ſort iniry than a Trinity of 
diſtin Minds. R more 

P.13, Mr. H—w comes to examine, whe- 
ther the Dean has ſaid as much for the ſal- 
ving the Uniry of the Godhead, as himſelf, 
the Enquirer : and he rightly notes, all that 
the Dean has faid is Mutual-conſciouſne; 
bur what he ſuppoſes againſt irs Sufficiency 
ro ſalve the Unity of the Godhead, is as 
weak as the Dean could wiſh. 

Three intelligent Perſons (as Nr. #. ar- 
gues) muſt 'be pre-united before they can 
hare vital Perception of one another's Seu- 
fations : Bur che Dean fuppoſes the Three 
Perſons in the Trinity etervally unized, and 
erernally Self-conſcious ;. thae indeed is as 
wild a, Suppoſal, as a Viſionair can make 


.. 
LY 


but rhe Dean is us'd to ſuppoſe impoſkblc 
things, and Nr, X. not us'd rg 
tainſe rhem, ety ya 


Murual-conſctouſnels will never come up 
to do ſervice, and credit the Triakwians 
common Dream of Eſſential Union ; for 
ſhould we ſuppoſe that Three diſtioQ, intel- 
ligent Spirits axe can{Cious to- one another's 
Thoughts, yet they. will ſtill remain Theoe 
d mnct incelligenc Spirits, and not one in- 
telligent Spirit : their Knowledg of one-ano- 
ther, and perfcit Harmony, will come to no 
more than a Socinian Unity, an Yuity: of 
Agreement, a knowing and willing the ſame 
things :. and fo far as I ſee, the DoQur\ Hye 
Herely, for all his 


P. 16+ 


ce Gods. 
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P. 16. Mr. 8— anne —_ 
in his own way of maincaining the Un 
& the Godhead, and to defend it 
the : bur firſt he premiſes, what I muſt 
"ef upon ; he ſays, the Dean's Temper of 
Mind, in whar he writes p. 10g, &*. 1s ſuch, 
that no Man, whoſe Mind is nor in the ſame 
Diſorder, will apprehend any chiog in it, 


bur ſuch Hear as dwells in DarkneG, 3. «, 
deviliſh Hear. Mr, H-—w's Calmneſs 1s nor 
ſo ſenſleſly dull, as to oblige him ro die in 
the Dean's Debt ;*This was a rude Stroke 3 
but in the next Line he ſtabs him with a 


the Dean could wrize that excelleyt Saying 
withour Sclf-refleRion. So Ovid ſpoil'd On- 
nia poutus erat, with derrant quague (ittorg 


ſpeaks : © The 

d bs, that the Enqui- 

| . ; , , is de- 
66 fettive 3 what he 
< reckox'd natujally Anrecedenc, and fun- 
« damental co Murual Conſciouſneſs 3 a moſt 
« } natural, neccilary, exernal Li 
« nion of the Sacred Three, Now it is 
gue, chat ic is nor {fe romake 200 bold 
with the beſs 3 www illen 
Lpuy2. fad fouls with 
a> —— 

40 wf] expect to 
iruth, he deſerves 


} 
J 
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Sacred Three cyer were, and could not be: 
be chus uniged 5 and therefore they mighc 
again ſhite Hands, if chere were noching 
but the Philoſophy of the Myſtery berween 
chem: Bur fince they will not be Friends, 
I chat am a ſtander by will ſe fair Play. 

It ſeems the Dean had objected, thar rhe 
Enquirer repreſents the Linity of the God- 
head, by the Union of Sox! and Body, and by 
the Union of the Divine and Humane Natwt, 
&c, Mr, H—w confeſſes he partly does fo, 
but more fully by the ſuppoſed Union of 
Three created Spirits. Now if ever Mer, 
that pretended to Reaſon, diſcours'd more 
ſcnſclelly than both che one and che other 
of cheſe Diſpucants, they ſhall burn me for 
an Heretie, They both confeſs, thac rhere 
15 80 cxa&t Repreſencarion, no perte&t Ex- 
ample of any ſuch Union in Nature ; and 
yer they will ber ting it, over and 0- 
ver again ; ſomerimes by a Tree and its 
By ſometimes by che Sun and ics 
Light, ſometimes by a Mind and its Facul- 
ues, ſomerimes by Body and Soul : and 
that nothing may be wanting in then rowards 
the repreſentation of ir, they repreſent ic 
ar | by chat which is not ; an Eflenciaf 
Union of 2 Divine and Humane Nature, and 
by a ſuppoſed Upion of Three diſtin& crea- 
red Spirus, 


The Dean, as I have above noted, has told 
us thac the proper and natural Signification 
of Words, will not reach che Myſtery : Then 
if he were nor very much ar leiſure, he 
would not make words abour it ; for his 
Readers mult judg of whar he writes, by che 
cr and necursl fgnificacion of his words, 
or be content to be ignorant of his meah- 
ing 5 for he has got, aed 1 gue will noc, 
publiſh 3n Eagliſh Glodary, to ſerde his 
{3Proper, wonarural 1ignification of Words ; 
which he calls alſo cal Signification, 
a6 bring comment 10 het words go for whet 
oy ors £0 do, except in Church-Matrerg 

Nyfteries 


| And dir. H--w has once and again cau- 
8098's us to forvear dererminining what is, 
95 is Qg6 in Gad, beyand. what God hack 
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plainly told vs in -his Word, or made our 
own Faculries plainly tell us : Yer does this 
Man labour ro perſwade us, that Three Per- 
ſons, Three Natures may be 11 God, tho 
nor God, nor our Facukies have plainly 
rold us ſo, by ſuppoficions of things, which 
he himſelf chinks only poſſible, dares not 
fay are ' Actual and Real; and if they were 
not only Poſſible, bur Acual and Real, are 
yer canfefiedly below the Matter, not able 
to repreſent it, much leſs ro prove it. But 
after all, his grand Suppoſition is as impoſ- 
fible as any of the Dean's, who allows him- 
ſclf ro ſuppoſe whar neither 1s, nor can be, 


when Reaſon fails him co credirhis Fancies ; 


for a Spirit, and a Spirit, and a Spirit, eve- 
ry one diſtin, cannor poſhbly become bur 
one Spirir, if he means by Spirit the ſame 
thing all along 3 but if he rakes the Subject, 
in this Enunciation, in the proper and natu- 
ral ſignification of the Word, .and the Pre- 
dicate in che improper, unnatural, Theolo- 
gical Signification, then I confeſs Three may 
te as few, One may be as many as he 
pleaſes. I have heard, in Table-talk, (I 
cannor ſay have read) that” the late famous 
Dr. More, makes it part of the Definition of 
Religion, that ic be comperently obſcure ; 
let Mr..7—w and the Dean alone for mak- 
ing good this part of the Definition; if 


- they have nor (by their Spirirs and Minds, 


Sclf and Mutual Conſcious, by their Three, 
diſtin&, wichour ſeparation 3 their One, ind 
vidual, withour ſingularity ;- by their Efſen- 
ces and Natures, coexiſtenc in one Eflence 
or Nature, while each of the Coexiſtents is 
that ſelf-ſame One, which all of the Coexi- 
ſtents are together, by their State of Real 
and Vital. Union, with continuing Diſtin- 
Rionz) made it. obſcure enough, then I 
know not, what thoſe words plain and obſcure 
mean. I am perſwaded that neither of theſe 
Writers can flatrec himſelf fo far, as to ima» 
gine rhat his printed Hypotheſis, has gain'd 
one Proſelyte, or confirm'd-one wavering 
Trinitarian;z I can afſure them, they have 
both ſcandaliz'd and- loſt ſeveral thorow 
Tripicarians 3.and I haye Reaſon-o- thinks 


char rhe Unitarian Tate TraQs, would nor 
have been half ſo much enquit'd after, if 
the Trinitartan Writers, by their abſurd 
and contraditious Explications,* had nor 
ſhock'd and unſettled "the Minds of many 
honeſt Chriſtians, who were bred up to the 
Article, and our of ReEverence to Authority, 
rook jr upon truſt, withour any manner of 
examination. 

P. 19. The Dean profeſſes, that, as far as 
he can underſtand, no other Union will ſa- 
tisfy che Enquirer, but- ſuch am Union of 
Three Spirirnal Beings, and' Individual Na- 
rures, as by their Compoſition conſtitute the 
Godhead, as the Compoſition of Soul and 
Body does the Man. Mr. H. reſents this as a 
wilful Injury, and ſays, the Dean has a croſs 
Underſtanding, (which may be true, but not 
for what Mr. #—w complains of) for he 
aſlures his Reader, that he has peremptori- 
ly dented all Compoſition in the Godhead 3 
and ir is true, he has, in terminzs, deny'd Com- 
poſition in the Godhead : But chen again 
It 15 as true,. he has in plain Synonimous 
words affirm'd the very thing, Both Mr: 
H— and the Dean have afferted that to be 


in the Godhead, which Compoſition doth 


properly and naturally ſignify : but accord- 
1ng to what it does improperly, unnatural- 
ly, and-theologically Fenty, hoviuve borh 
denied Compoſition in the Godhead; ſo 
that neither the one nor the other of them 
is an Heretic, but in a proper and natural 
true way of ſpeaking. 

Bur now behold an odd Scene : While 
the Dean objes thoſe very Opinions as Er- 
rors to Mr. H—, which the Dean has after 
his own way himſelf profeſs'd : Mr. H— 
ſummons all his Art, to deny the- Charge 
which he is not willing to deny, and-to de- 
fend the DoRrine which he is not willing to 
own: Of which. I will give Inſtance, when 
F have. firſt ſet the Matter even between 
them, concerning Simplicity and Compoſition, 
Mr. H— bas diſputed earneſtly againſt che 
Univerſal, Abſolure, Omnimodous Simpli- 
city of the Divine Nature, Againſt it alſo 
has the-Dean ſtrenuouſly reaſon'd, and it's 
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mavifeſt rhat Three Self-conſciouſly diſtinR, 
Murual-conſcioufly uniced Minds, are as far 
from Omnimedous Simplicity, have as much 
of Compoſition, as Three diſtint Natures 
eternally, vically united. ' The plain Truth, 
which with abundance of Theological Stuff, 
theſe Learned Banrerers diſpuile, 1s this 
God's Simplicity, '15s his Singularity, his U- 
nity of Eflence, or Nature, If there be 
more Eſſences than One in the Godhead, 
then the Godhead 1s nor Simple but Com- 
pound: Bur if God is but One Eſſence, or 
Nature, then he 1s ſunme Somplex 3 which [ 
would Engliſh, . cruly Simple, or Single, 
or One : but that one Thing, or Perſon, 
ſhould be more Simple, Single, One, than 
another ; that 1s a by-whim of Mr. H—w's 
a good Mantling for a ridiculous *Scurcheon, 
It does not contradict the Simplicity, Sin- 
gularicy, Unity of any Being, that it has 
ſeveral Excellences, and divers Powers of 
ating, Mr. H—w's talk of Simplicity, 
which excludes Modes, is pure Banter and 
Amuſement : The Simplicity, and Singula- 
rity of his own Perſon 1s ſtill che ſame, not- 
withſtanding che different Figures which he 
makes, when he 1s preaching a plain, ho- 
* neſt, uſeful Sermon, at Pinners Hall; and 
when he is penning and publiſhing calm 
Diſcourſes, and vindidtive Vindication Let- 
rers, The Dean objeas, that Mr. H—mw 
will not endure Wiſdom, Power, and Good- 
neſs, to be the ſame thing in God, Mr, 
H-—w thinks himſelf civil, for nor giving 
him the Lie: He makes bold ro tell him, ir 
1s not fairly ſaid ; andhere it 1s that he uſes 
his Art in denying and admitting the Charge; 
ſo that *ris impoſhble for the Reader to find 
our his Senſe of the Matter. As an Argu- 
ment, that it was not fairly ſaid by the 
Dean, he declares, that he only intimated, 
we are not inſtructed in Scripture, to con- 
ceive Power, Wiſdom, Goodneſs tn the Ab- 
firac, to be the ſame thing; and that our 
Difficulty is great to apprehend them un- 
diſtioguiſhable. Now I nore, that if it be 
difficult to apprehend them undiſtinguiſha- 
ble, then he ſeems to judg them really un» 


diſtinguiſhable, tho *cis difficulc to appre-- 
hend them ſo. Bur the Dean knowing Mr. 
H—w able to ſee through a Difficulty, oughr 
not to have charg'd him, with holding them 
to be divers Things z bur then preſently af- 
rer, this forgerful Man, ſays, *tis a grear 
Weakneſs of underſtanding ro define them 
alike, If they canner be defin'd alike; then 


they are really diſtinguiſhable 3 and if he _ 


thinks chem «truly defin'd, when they are 
defn'd differently, then he cannot poſſibly 
apprehend them undiſtinguiſhable ; and then. 
the Dean has dealr fairly, and the croſs un- 
derſtanding is Mr. H—w's, 

The Dean urges that Mr. H-— by his di- 
ſtintion of Power, Wiſdom, and Good- 
neſs prepar'd his way to make a natural Tri- 
nity in Unicy of them :. In cruch, any Man 
might have gueſs'd ſo as well as thz Dean 3 
Bute the Enquirer tells us, his Diſcourſe. 
was never intended to terminate 1n ſuch a 
Trinicy, tho it ſeems plauſible, or not ab- 
ſurd. Ir isa great Fall from poſſible ro not 
abſurd; and then, that ir ouly ſeems nor 
abſurd, is another great Fall, Why did 
Mr. H-— concern himſelf with ſuch an 
Hypotheſis, an Hypotheſis of ſo ill a Nature ? 
Why, he did ir.to- diſcntangle Mens Minds 
from an apprehended neceſlicy of conceiving 
the Three Attribures to be One and the ſame 
Thing. A Propoſition that only ſeems, on- 
ly not abſurd, is no very fine Argument to 
diſentangle Mens Minds from Error: bur, to 
ler that paſs; who are they that apprehend 
a Neceflity of conceiving the Three Arttri- 
bures to be One and the ſame Thing ? Net 
the Unirarians, he knows ir, none that ever 
wrote 3. for he challenges the Dean ro name. 
that Writer, that does nor diſtinguiſh chem, 


at leaſt ratione ratiscinata,in cortradiſtintion.;* 


to ratiocinante : ler him no more than pre- 
face his Diſcourſe with this natural Trinity 
in Unity, unleſs he deſigns ro diſentangle the 
Dean's Mind with it; and if fo, let him 
make his beſt. on'r. Upon his Succefs, I 
will promiſe him Egregiam laudem, mag- 
num & memorabile uomen; He cannot ger- 
much more by frecipg the Dofrine of 


the. 
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the Triniry, from the Difficulcies in which 
ir is cncangled. : 

_ P.26. Mr. H—w teaches that the Son 1s 
from the Father by neceſlary eternal Proma- 
nation, the Holy Spirit from Father and Son 3 
and that the Three moſt celebrated Artri- 
\ burey [_ h 1 know not why Truth and 

Juſtice ald not be celebrared as much as 
they] are neceflary Emanations, cot-natu- 
ral ro their Original. 

Now all this muſt be taken in the unna- 
rural, improper, theological Meaning of the 
Words ; which what it 15, none bur the Sons 
of Art know, and cis againſt their Rule ro 
make jt common. Bur from the proper na- 
cyural Meaning of the Words, the Wir of 
Man cannot make our an intelligible agree- 
able Propoſition, If Mr, #, thinks other- 
wiſe, let him try, and define what Promana- 
tion is, what Emanation, what Proceſſion, &c. 
if he has any Idea in his Mind of whar 
thoſe Words ſignify, he may define them : 
if he has nofuch {dea, then ler him confeſs 
himſelf beholding ro che Dean, who teaches 
a puzzſed Trinjrarian, to reſt his Terms up- 
on a Theological Borrom, Bur merhinks che 
People are very hardly us'd, when they are 
requir'd to beheve Myſteries, which will en- 
dure no Explanation, bur in Words that are 
ro be taken 1n a Senſe which neicher they can 
find our, ror will their Teachers tell them, 
Buc I recal my ſelf, 1 chink the People are 
nor put to ſuch hard Terms of Communion, 
bur Preachers only ; nay, wherher they are 
or no, 1 am not poſitively certain, for Aſſent 
and Conſent, may be as well interpreted cum 
grano ſalis m this Marter, as it 15 generally 
m ſome other; and as for the damnartory 
Clauſe ar the End of one odd Creed, very 
few are of that ftrong Stomach, and Un- 
chriſtian Temper, as nor to be fick and 
alham'd of ir. 

In che three next Leaves I meet with no- 
ching bur barbarous Sruff abour Compotirion 
berween the rwo Antagoniſts, © On which 
all T ſhall nore, is, char che Dean purs a word 
or two out of joine, which is no great marrer 
m fach a perplexc Diſpute 3 and Vir, A. falls 


_ yer eternal 


upon that, and thence takes occaſion to 0- 
verlook the Intention and Force of his Ad» 
verſary's Argument, 

Mr. X. p. 3g. brings in the Dean diſputing 
againſt che Hyporheſis of Three diſtin& Ef- 
ſcnces, Natures, Minds, Spirits, neceſſarily 
and eternally unired in the Divine Being, 
afrer this manner 3 — God is eternal, and tn- 
made ; but whatever has Three ſuch Eſſences in it, 
muſt bave a Maker. Mr. H, is the leſs con- 
cern'd for this Argument, becauſe ir does 
the Dean's Buſineſs as well as his z but con- 
cern'd for the Cauſe more than the Dean, 
and therefore he will rub ic off as well as he 
can; and fo he defies the Dean to prove, 
that there is any Irconfiſtency between a 
Thing's having Three diſtin& Efſences natu- 
rally and neceſſarily united in it, and irs be- 
ing eternal and unniade. To this the Dean 
might anſwer, { whether conſonant ro his 
Hypocheſis or no, that troubles not me, nor 
perhaps, when he comes to anſwer, will it 
affett him] Be ir granted, that the Terms 
naturally and neceſſarily anited are not incon- 
fiſtent wich thoſe other, eternal and wnnade : 
for Wiſdom, Power and Goodneſs, {1 will add} 
_ and Truth, are naturally and necei- 

y united in God, and alfo erernal and un- 
made ; bur chen Three diftin& Eflences can- 
not be —_ and neceſſarily united, and 

al and unmade ; becauſe the Maker 
- all _ *s one Eſſence, one Ef- 
ence, cannot coni1ſt of Three 
thar appears, becauſe the Three diſtin& Eſ- 
lences muſt either be 'devery of rhema 
God, in ana are or only ip an un- 
adcquare » Three diſtin& 
each of which God, inan adcquate Senſe, 
are without Conradiftion, Three Gods ; 
and Three diſtin Efſences, two of which 
are God oply in an Senſc, are in 
a juſt and trne Senſe, leſs than God ; and 
what ts lefs than God, cannor be efſentjally 
whiced ro him, bur does depend upon him, 
and was made by him. ffchere can be (ch 
Things as Three diftin& Eflences narurally 
and neceflarily unired, they muſt then, as 


the 
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nor ought to be by Man, to believe ary” 


the Dean faid, have a Maker, and muft dif- 
fer in Union, from what they were in Diſtin- 
&ion, as the Whole does from a Part, or elſe 
muſt be one and chree, three and one, in 
one and the ſame reſpe&. 

P. 34, and 25. Mr, H. ſtrives not to un- 
derſtand the Dean, which he ought nor to 
do, becauſe the Dean is ſo oft not to be un- 
derſtood, let who will ſtrive ro underſtand 
him ; bur Mr. H. is to be excus'd, becauſe 
that which he 1s nor willing co underſtand, 
he is not able ro anſwer. In ſhort, all that 
I ſhall here offer, is, if Mr. H. determines 
that every of the Three Perſons in his Tr 
nity, are adequately, complearly, fully, per- 
fetly God, then ir is plain, that his Triniry 
1s a Triniry not of Perſons only, bur of Gods 
alſo; and if he derermines that no one by 
himſelf, bur all Three rogerher are perfet 
God, then his Three Perſons and Nacures, 
are no better nor worſe but the Parts of a 

ition as the Dean calls chem; and 

finice Parrs | as all things muſt be called, 
whereof no one is perfe& God ] will never 
make an infinice Compofition : which Truth, 
—_ very obvious, came not into my 
ind till I read a Paper of that great Man's, 
the Auchor of the Conſiderations. 

P. 36. Mr. H. will not admir that the 
Fhree Perſons are of a different Kind, or 
Nature, bur that they differ only in Num- 
ber; thar is, as much as to ſay, that they are 
all Three erernal, which in tems was roo 
abſurd” for the Zeal of the Author of the 
Athagaſian Creed, | fo 1 muſt call ir, for 
= has Sins enough of his own to account 
Mr, #, is now pleas'd to mend an Argu- 
ment of the Dean's, and then it runs thus 3 
% Though we have a narural Notion of an 
* eternal Being, we have no Notion of 
% Three eternal Efſences which neceſſarily 
& co-exiſt in an eternal Union, To this he 
replies; — Does be (the Dean) mean,. that 
we are to dishelitzue tvery thing of God, whereof 
we baue not 4 natural Notion ? —__ Ie 
is enough, good Mr. X. enough im to 
mean,. that we arc Bet 'd by God, 


» 


thing whereof we have not a naturel Notion. 
But Me. H. pleads, that his Norion is moſt 
fayour'd by Divine Revelation: And is that 
all ? with what Conſcience then can he af- 
firm the Article to be Fundamental, and ne- 
ceſſary to be believ'd, when the moſt char 
he can ſay for ir is, That his Notion thereof 
is moſt favour'd by Divine Revelation ? Nay, 
and ar the ſame rime, ocher Expolitors are 
as ready to pretend, that the Scriprure fa- 
vours their Expoſition more than Mr. A's, 
Let me be allow'd one ſhorr Digreflion ; 
—-[ dare venture my Life on't, char che Unt- 
rarians ſhall unanimouſly come inco the Ac- 
knowledgment of che DoQrine of Three 
Perſons in One God, if but a Majority of 
Church-men and Difſenters ſhall agree upon 
the Signification of the Terms, and publiſh 
that one Senſe of the Article, which they 
(the Majority) dare profels ro believe : bur 
Ha Majority of them are noe like ro come to 
ſuch at! Agreement, and perhaps nor the 
Tithe of them are, then ler them eirher 
Chriſtianly indulge the Unicarians in their 
contrary Perſ' or Honeſtly tell the 
World, that chey hold it necefſary ro Sat- 
vation to believe Words, the true and cer- 
rain Senfe of which they judg cannot cer- 
rainly be derermin'd. 
But Mr. #. ineimartes, that againft his Hy- 
favour'd by Scripture, there is no- 
evident natural Notion : Whar ſays che 
Dean to this ? why he argues to this pur- 
poſe; If there be Three Spiritual Beings,. 
of diftin& Narures in the Godhead, no One 
of them can be abſolutely & and inf 
nite; becauſe they are nor the ſame, and no- 


One of them is the whole, Here now is an 


evident natural Norion againft his Hypo- 
rheſts : to which he replies, 1/f, By way of 
Conceffion ;, thar ir is an Ar r of ſome 
Strength :; Bur, 24ly, it it ſelf jnto- 
the Notion of Þrfinity, about which he ſpake 
his Senſe tro Dr. Wallis; and "ris worth the 
while ro know what that Senſe was, iz, 
That ber will not move, nor middle with any 


Controvery about the Infinity of the Too eps 
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Jed Subſtances, or Spirits in the Godbead ; 1. e, 


he ſpoke his Senſe of ir, by declaring he 
would ſay norhing abour ir 3 he ſpoke his 
Senſe, by his Silence, 3aly, To the Dean, 
he now begins to ſpeak his Senſe, by ſaying 
ſomething ; what that is ſhall be confider'd, 

The-firſt thing he offers is, from his old 
Topic of enrangling his Adverſary with as 
puzzling Difficulties as himſclf 1s entangled 
by him;z — He can give any Man as much 
Trouble about the Infinity of quanrirative 


'Extention, as the Dean can give him abour 


the Infinity of Three diſtin& Betngs, whuch 
are bur one Infinite Being, Well! for once 
ſuppoſe ic : bur then I ask, why, why ſhould 
any Man be requir'd to believe that, which 
(ro uſe his Phraſe) gives him ſo much 
Trouble; and after all his Trouble, he can- 
nor make to appear indiſputably poſſible ? 
2. The Infinity of quantitative Extention 
1s an unjuſtifiable Phraſe ; for as Cxdworth 
will tell him, p. 643, 644. Body or Matter 
is indefinite ; you cannot conceive it ſo great, 
.bur you may conceive it greater ; bur *ris 
not poſitively and aRually infinite, as God 
is, his Power, &*c. is ſo great, that It can- 
not be conceived greater. 3. Though we 
have nor an adequate and fully commenſu- 
rate Knowledg of che Nature of Matter, yer 
we are certain that contraditory Afﬀirma- 
rions concerning it, cannot be . both true 3 
and ſo we are alſo certain, that contraditto- 
ry Affirmations concerning the Nature of 
the Godhead, cannot be borh erue. 4. Mr. 
H's Hypotheſis does ſuppoſe contradictory 
Afﬀirmarions z for it ſuppoſes Three perte&t 
Beings, each of which is God; and that 
theſe Three perfe(t Beings are bur One per- 
fe& Being, and bur. One God z and 'gainſt 
this the Dean argues well. 

The ſecond thing he offers is, that he 
thinks it demonſtrable char One Infinite can 
never be from another by voluntary Pro» 
dution; by neceſſary Emanation he ſup- 
poſes it may. I norez If one Infinite can 
be from another, (by what Way ſoever ) 
then chere may be more Infinites than One z 
and\{urther, necellary Emanation is a Theo» 


logical Phraſe, by which, wor Mr. #. nor 


any Trinitarian elſe, can tell us what is to be 


' I will nor ſay that neceflary Emanation is 
Gipſy Cant, as the Dean pronounces of ſome 
Words of Dofor $S—th, not underſtanding 
his. own groſs Raillery ; for Gipſy Cant ts 
intelligible Scuff under uncouth Terms, 
which 1s more than the Dean meant to allow 
ro Dr, S—th's words; bur I think I may 
truly call neceſſary Emanation perfe& Banter 3 
for. *tis an Amuſing Phraſe, that will nor 
endure to be explain'd, and will only ſerve 
to ſacisfy an implicit Believer, who can be 
contented thar ſomething is faid for the 
Article wichourt conſidering whether it be 
intelligible, or only empty words, Noiſe 
and no more. 

Neceflary Emanation, though a Chriſtian 
Theological Phraſe, is really very Heatheniſh 
Scuf, Whar Emanation ordinarily ſignifies, 
thar we know ; bur relating toithe Godhead, 
it ſcems ir muſt ſignify ſomerhing elſe; fo 
the Blood that flows from one of Homer's 
wounded Deities is not & 14a, but 7x9 : 
chey car like Morals, but their Food 1s nor 
good Fleſh and Fiſh, bur Ambroſia; they 
drink too, bur not. Burgundy, bur Neftar. 
There 1s a Difference alſo *crwixt their Gate 
and ours; for Statis tells us, they ferch 
greater Steps than we, or as Heliodorus 
FEthiop, l. 3. they ferch no Steps at all, bur 
ſweep along : Aneas knew his Mother. from 
a common Morcmal Gipſy by that Token, 

I am willing to allow the Enquirer, the 
Charatter of a Calm and Modeſt Man, not- 
withſtanding that he, now and then, lets his 
Adverſary know, he 1s no Stoic. He ap- 
pears very deſirous to be thought Modeſt ; 
Nay, even when he is defending his Hypo- 
thefts with the beſt Arguments his Wir can 
deviſe, he has ſomething of. the Pyrrhonian 
Scepric in him. He will not confidently de- 
rermine, nor poſitively ſay, things are ſo 
and fo, as he has ſer them : but Zeal to a 
Cauſe will, one time or other, ſhow its go- 
verning Power ; witneſs p. 39. where head- 
ventures to affirm, that we are plainly. _ 
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by the Divine Oracles of a Sacred Three, 
that are each of them God. Whereas the 
Holy Ghoſt is no where called God, the Son 
ut in a few places; and in thoſe few, the 
pe of the Writer ſuggeſts ro us the Rea- 
ſon cf rhar Appcllartion, viz. the Diguity 
and Power beſtowed on him by the Father, 
For which reaſon alſo Moſes, Solomon, and 
others are dignified with che ſame honou- 
rable Appcllation. 

Plainly rold of Three, that are each of 
them God] ws dgzaniov agg yh ia! How 
hard a thing is ic, whena Man is engag'd, 
Prdew Wario to ſerve a Cauſe, to 
make a Con'cience of whar he affirms? We 
are indeed, as he truly notes,' plaivly told 
of Three, and ſome things are ſpoken of 
each, which cannot be truly ſpoken of all; 
bur this only proves, that the Three cannot 
be eſſentially che ſame ; fo that jf any One 
of chem be truly God, the other rwo muſt 
be Creatures. Mr, H-— is ſtrangely raſh 
ro affirm, chat che Scripture plainly tells us 
of Three diftin& Perſons, each of which is 
God; for had that been true, this Contro- 
yerſy had never been, 

It 15,45 Mr.H. judges, cafier ro count Three, 
than ro determine of Infinireveſs ; Bur 
then how bold is he, rodetermine of che One 
as he does, and how unlucky is he in count- 
ing the other ? for he derermines that each 

ner nee ennyfgs —_— 
God, | ſomerimes perhaps abat 
Expreſliaus]; and he counts God the Fa- 
ther, God the Son, God the Roly Ghoſt, 
for One God. 
| The Dean had argued, that 3f ab Three 
Pogine 1 Cong art but one God, wither of 
thaw, by bimſolf, is trus and perjeft God. Which 
inyidious Conſequence he charges Mr. {{-— 
to have own'd, Mr. H-— replies, thac:this 
is moſt untruly ſaid, and that for bs part, 
he denics;both Anzecident, and Cooſequent too. 
If Mr. H——can1 himſelf zo deny 1n 
one place, what he has affiem'd 4p anacher, 
he ſhall always have ſomeriing co ay for 
bim{lf, whacfoever i5 ſaid againſt tum: bur 
the Dean's:Change was far CamPiſe, 


þ. 45. Mr, H— writs thus : Pathey, Son, 
ana Holy Spirit, bring ſuppos'd neceſſarily exi- 
Pant ja this united State, they cannot but be God. 
Inftcad now of Compoſition, pur in the word ta- 
£tther,in rhe Dean's Argument,and then ſure- 
Iy Mr. H— will not be fo hardy as ro deny 

Antecedent 5 and till the Confequence- 
holds, witneG the good Man's next words : 
When you predicats Godbyad, or the Name of God, 
of avy Ore of them, you expreſs an inadequate 
Conception of Ged, And pray, whar is that, 
bur a half Conception of God, a ion 
ſhort of whar God is? Indeed Mr. H---- did 
put in another Epither, and with that his 
Phraſe unds thus ; A true, but inadequate 
Conception, Bur that is a Contradiftion in 


Terms, for a true jon of a thing, is 
an adequate full Conception of it, and an 
| | 1s nota true One, 

What follows, p. 41, and 42. is nothing 
but @ ſenſlefs Stir ing a Siumilitude of 
che Trinizxy, which chey ; have us'd, and 

ing co the purpoſe. Mr. 

the Union of Soul 

, Not to Yluſtrate Perſonal Lnion, 

Eſſential 3 - and yer his- Buſineſs was 

£0 Prove it Three Perſons 
might become So chen by 
his Confeflion, was £0 prove his 
Point, he talk' from che Matrer, as 
many a fluent Oratar has done, that he 
t-nor loſe, bur puzzle che Cauſe, and 


4 


Ve It. 


as if the Dean had wrote his Vindication of 
the Trigity ro-no purpoſe : Bur herein Mr, 
H&+»- does him maniteſt wrong, for -on my 
Canſcicnce, .he no Sociman now, wharever 
he may have been formerly. ButMr. #-» 
has a Rlatftcr for the Wound which char Im- 

C : puration 
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putation gives: He ſaid what he ſaid [| if we 
will believe him} contradiſtinguiſhing the 
Dean to the Socinians, that ſo it might ap- 
pear more ſtrange that the Dean ſhould foiſt 
1na Socinian Suppoſirion. Thus the Dean is 
excus'd from being a Socmian, and to mend 
the Matter, ſer our for a Man of no Conſci- 
ence; who being, in trurh, an Anti-Socinian, 
yer argues againſt Mr. H----, by virtue of a 
Socinian Suppoſirion, and that foiſted in too, 
Mr. H#---- will not bate him a jor of beinga 
Foiſter. I ſee the Calm Enquirer is no Angel, 
for he bripgs againſt che Dean a railing Ac- 
clo, wc is more than Michatl did a- 
gainſt the Devil, a worſe Creature than Dr. 
Sherlock by a great deal. | 

Come we now to the Suppoſition-it ſelf, 
faid to be foiſted, If God be a Perſon, be can 
be but One. Now this Socinian Suppoſition, 
or Argument; or-whateyer ir be, does not 
look like a very unreaſonable One; and if 
the Dean ſhould be aſhamed of ir, becauſe 
it 15 ſaid to be Socinian, he may for the ſame 
Reaſon be aſhamed of the moſt unexceptio- 
nable' things which he ever wrote, But 
where's the Foiſting ? If Mr. #, did notiſay 
that God was a Perſon, may not the Dean 
ſuppoſe it, and argue from ic ? Dares Mr, X. 
deny it? Indeed he dares, but with as emp- 
ty; metaphyfical Prerence, as can be ima- 
gin'd. The Name of God ( ſays he ) # the 
Name of the Eſſence, not the diſtinguiſhing Name 
of a Perſon, This is perfe& Theological Ban- 
ter, empty Words, to which he cannot fix 
an intelligible Meaning : Bur if Perſon fig- 
nify an intelligent Being, as both theſe An- 
tagoniſts admit, chenthe Efſence, and Per- 
ſon of God, cannor be diſtinguiſh'd, bur 
are of the ſame Import; then the Name of 
Gcd is the Name of that Perſon, or Intelli- 
pent Being, which 1s God, And if God be 
but one God, then there 1s bur one Perſon, 
or Intelligenc Being, which is God, 

Mr. H. purſues: his Reaſoning thus: ©« If 
« Three IntelligentNatures be united in one 
*6 Deity, each will be Perſons, {he ſhould 
have ſaid a Perſon ] * and each will be God, 
* and all will be one God, TI grant it, for, 


Dato uno abſurdo ſequurtur mille, Let me try my 
Sl : If Three Intelligent Natures may be 
united in One, then Two may be ſo united, 
and then the Dean will be Mr. H, and Mr, 
H. the Dean, each will be a Trinitarian, and 
both will be one Trinitarian : The truth 1s, 
nor Three, nor Two Intelligent Natures can 
be united into One the ſame Intelligent Na- 
ture*- Nor can Mr, #. and the Dean be u- 
niced into the ſame Man; they come in- 
deed cloſe up to one another, and are toge- 
ther by the Ears, but they can neyer be-uni- 
red 1nto One. 

Mr. #, thinks it makesffor him, tho I 
know not which way, that he hath, as Di- 
vines commonly do, ſtil'd the Father Fons 
Trinitatzs, What is the Theological Senſe 
of that Phraſe, I am not able to ſay ; the 
plain Senſe is, that a Trinity of Gods flow 
from the Father, and Three and One makes 
Four, unleſs ſome other Myſtery forbid. 

To avoid the Dean's rallying his Hypo- 
theſis, Mr. H. refers to what he has plainly 
faid of the Order of Priority, and Poſteriv- 
rity. Calm Dif. p.' 48. | 

But not a word has he there ſaid, more 

than that his Hypotheſis preſerves the Or- 
der of Priority and Poſtertority, not of 
Time, but of Nature. 
- Priority and Poſteriority, with reſpe& to 
Time or Dignity, 1s intelligible ; but Prio- 
rity of Nature, is a bantering Theological 
Term, incapable of Definition, 

After this Mr. #. ſays ſeveral things, 
pinching enough againſt che Dean, but ro 
ſave himſelf not a Syllable. 

' I am weary of cenſuring his weak -De- 
fence, and mean to take notice of bur one 
Error more, - but that 1s a notorious one, 
P. 48. -he ſays, That neceſſity of Exiſtence, com- 
mon to the Sacred Three,- will prove each of them 
to be God ; and the ſame belonging to the Three, 
3n the Order of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 1. e. 
in the Order of Nature before-mention'd, 
proves them neceſſarily to be one God, | 

Thar necefliry of Exiſtence, - proves the 
neceſſarily exiſtenc Being to be God, 1s moſt 
certain ; for that_ being which docs —_ 

rily 
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rily exiſt, has always exiſted : And that Pe- 
ing which has always exiſted, had its Being 
from no other, From that Being, which has 
irs Being from no other, all ocher Beings 
muſt have their Being, with all the Powers 
and Faculcies which relate to it : So thar the 
Self-exiſtent Being muſt needs be God, the 
Great Creator. But now, that neceſſary 
Exiſtence can belong to Three diſtin Be- 
ings, ler ir be in what Order it will, that's 
utterly impoſſible : for if Three diſtin& Be- 
ings exiſt neceſſarily, chen ſuch Three have 
always exiſted ;. If they have always exiſted, 
they have done ſo, with equal or unequal 
Power. 

Of Three that. exiſt with equal Power, 
no one has Infinite Power, Three, whoſe 
Power is Finite, have what they have from 
another. Beings thar have what they haye 
from another, do nor neceſſarily exiſt. 

Of Three that exiſt wich unequal Power, 
the two that have lefs than Infinite Power, 
have, what they have, from another, and 
therefore do not neceſſarily exiſt, Bur if 
neceſſary Exiſtence could belong to Three, 
would that prove the Three to be but One ? 
Then Contraries ſhall. prove one another, 
and both Parts of a Contradiion be true 
ar the ſame rim@: If neceſſary Exiſtence 
can prove Three diſtin& Beingso be bur 
One, it may as well prove One to be None. 
Bur Mr. H, lays ſome ſireſs upon Self-Exi- 
ſtence's belonging to Three in the Order of 
Nature, 

What is this Order of Nature, that can 
work ſuch a Miracle? Let's conſider. By 


belonging to the Three, in the Order of. 
Nature, he muſt mean belonging to them. 


alrogerher, or belonging to them one after 
another, or not belonging to chem at all : 
If he means belonging to chem alrogerher, 
then his Order of Nature, 1s cloſe Order ; 
and proves the Three are One, becauſe they 
ſhare and ſhare like, in neceſſary Exiſtence; 
it he means belonging to them one after 
another, then his Order of Nature 1s looſe 
Order, and proves that the Three are One 


becauſe they take their Turns in poſſelling 
neceſſary Exiſtence : if he means not be- 
longing to them ar all, then his Order of 
Nature is no Order, | which I gueſs is what 
it will come ] and proves that the Three 
are One neceflary Exiſtent, becauſe no One 
of rhem does neceſſarily exiſt, 

Not to take my leave abruptly of theſe 
Trinitarian Antagoniſts, Mr, #. and Dean 
Sherlock, two Learned Men, but who are 
not conrent to know concerning God what 
plain Reaſon, and clear Revelation cells 
them ; bur, prying further into his Nature, 
pretend that they diſcover Three Minds, 
Three Spirirs, the One of which is nor the 
other 3 Three Natures, Three Effſences, di- 
ſtin& from one anocher : I ſhall offer a Poe- 
tical Story, — 

They ſay that Pentheus having a Mind to, 
diſcover the ſecret Rites of Bacchus, gor up 
into a high Tree which overlook'd the ſhady 
Vale, where the mad Crew were ſacrificing z 


but chey diſcover'd him, and the angry God . 


ſtrook him wich Madneſs : Unhappy Pcn- 
theus's Madneſs was of that Sort, that all 


things appear'd double to him; he choughe . 


he ſaw two Suns, and two Thebes ; fo that, 
as he was making towards che one, - of a 
ſudden the other appear'd to him, and 
oblig'd him to change his courſe towards 
that: Thus poor deluded Man was he car- 
ried up and down, .to and fro, but ne*r could 
recover his Town of Thebes, | 

A Learned and Noble Mythologiſt ap+ 
plies this.inſtruQive Fable, co. the Reproof 


of choſe Men who dream of Myſteries, and - 


by their admirable Skill in 49 ws cal nicely 
cxponp them. Vain Philoſophy is the 
rall Tree which they climb to pry into rhe 
Divine Nature 3 ſober Men note their Folly 


and deſpiſe them, and God gives them up - 


ro the Delufions of their vain Minds, while 


chey diſtinguiſh berween che Light of Na- - 


ture and Divine Light, and oppoſe chem one 


againſt che other : Theſe are the rwo Sus, _ 


and rhe two Thebes, which draw them 
nov one way, now another, and make chem 


of -; 
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- of -nncertain Judgments, always wavering. nnmend ir apain, Fine fit {fays my An- 
"Now this is Jar Hy potheſis, now that; thor] ut »eſciant quo ſe peL ry Sh 
pow they are confident of it, and now they rerun incerti, & flubtuantes, tantum ſubitis 
doubr.3 now chey mend ir, and by and by mentis impulſibus, in fingulis circumagentur, 


ETNIS, 


—_ —— PRI" 


ts. it. att a_— —_— tt. _ 
— CI — 


w.. * 


BOOKS lately printed for the Unitarians. 


Rief Hiſtory of the Unirarians, in Four Letters. Second Edition, 
Defence of the Brief Hiſtory, againſt Dr. Sherlock. | 

The As of Athazaſizzs, with Notes on his Creed: and Obferyations en Dr. Sherlocþ's 
Vmdication of the Bleſſed Trinity. 

Some Thoughts on Dr. Sher/o:4's Vindication. 

Impartial Account of the Word 2/ſtz»;, as it 15 taken in the Holy Scripture, 

Letter of Reſolution concerbing the Triaity. 

Two Letters touching the Trinity and Ircarnation, | 

The Trinitarjan Scheme of Religion, wich Notes thereupon :\ which Notes contain 
alſo the Unirarian Scheme. , 

Obſervations on Four Letters of Dr. F. Walls. LEE 

Accurate Examination of the principal Texts, alledged for the Do&rines of the Dj- 
vinity of our Saviour, and rhe Satisfaftion, In anſwer ro Mr. Milhgwrn, 

RefleRions on Two Diſcourſes by Monſieur Lamoth, concerning the Diviricy of onr Sa- 


viour. 
Conſiderations on the Explications of the Trinity by Dr. Wallis, Dr. Sherlock, Dr. S—fh, 


Dr. Cudworth, and Mr. Hodber. 
' Conſiderations on the Explications cf rhe Doftrine of rhe Trimry. Occafioned by Four 
Sermons preached by his Grace the Lord Arch-Biſhop of Canterbury. A Sermon preached 
by the Lord-Biſhop of Warzefley. A Diſcourſe by the Lord-Biſhop of S4/#bury. A Sheet by 
a very Learned Hand, concaiuing Twenty eight Propofitions. A Treatiſe by an Eminent 
Diſſenting Miniſter, being A Cal Diſcourſe concerning the Poſſibi.ity of a Trinity, And a Book 
1nanſwer to the Animadverſions on Dr. Sherlock's Vindication of the Trinity, 


